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 eStatusQuoandPerceptionsofFairness: HowIncome
InequalityIn uencesPublicOpinion
A       
 isdissertationarguesthatpublicopinionregardingtheacceptabilityand
desirabilityofincomediﬀerencesisaﬀectedbyactualincomeinequality.
Cross-nationalsurveyevidenceiscombinedwithlaboratoryandsurvey
experimentstoshowthatestimatesregardingappropriateincomediﬀerences
dependon(perceptionsof)realincomediﬀerences. Whenincomeinequality
changes,publicopinion“habituates”byadjustingexpectationsforfairlevelsof
inequalityinthesamedirectionasthefactualchange.  isadjustmenteﬀect
occursbecausehumansaresubjecttostatusquobiasandhaveamotivated
tendencytobelieveinajustworld. Inthecontextofincreasinginequalityin
developeddemocraciesoverthelast  years,theimplicationisthatnormative
expectationsforappropriatelevelsofinequalityhaveadjustedup.  is
habituationprocesshelpsexplainwhyincreasesininequalityhavenotbeen
accompaniedbyincreaseddemandsforredistributionandwhycross-national
variationinincomeinequalityisnotclearlylinkedtopublicoppositiontosuch
inequality.
 edissertationstartsbyshowingthatineachof  countries,perceptionsof
occupationalincomeinequalitypredictinequalityideals.  ecausalrelationship
isthenestablishedinaseriesofexperiments. Inalaboratoryexperiment,
participantswhotakepartinagamewithunequalmoneyprizessubsequently
iii esisadvisor: StephenAnsolabehere Kris-StellaTrump
recommendamoreunequalsplitofprizemoneythanparticipantswhoplaya
moreequalgame. Asurveyexperimentshowsthatthepredictedadjustmentalso
occursforperceptionsofrealincomeinequality: surveyrespondentswhoreceive
informationregardingtrueincomeinequalityintheUnitedStatesrecommend
largeroccupationalincomediﬀerencesasidealthandoindividualswhodonot
receivethisinformation.  e nalchaptershowsthatthehabituation
phenomenonisaﬀectedbythemotivationtothinkofthesocialsystemasfair:
activatingthesystemjusti cationmotiveamongDemocratsreducesthe
otherwiserobustpartisangapinidealincomeinequalitiestostatistically
insigni cantlevels.  islast ndingimpliesthatthebroaderpoliticalcontextcan
aﬀectthestrengthofthehabituationprocessinpublicopinion.
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Introdu ion.
T                                         canbe
characterizedasastudyofwhethertheglassishalffullorhalfempty.¹ Dothe
poorandthemiddleclassopposeeconomicinequalityandsupport
redistribution,aswewouldexpectthemtoiftheywereactingintheireconomic
¹ esimileisborrowedfromBartels(    ,p.   ).
 self-interest? Ordothepoorandthemiddleclassactagainsttheireconomic
interestsbynotnoticing,notcaringabout,orcaringaboutsomethingotherthan
economicinequality?
Ontheonehand,theglassishalf-full: thepoortendtobemoreinfavorof
redistributionthantherichandtheyarealsomorelikelytovoteforle -wing
parties(Gelmanetal.     ,Brooksetal.     ). Ontheotherhand,theglassis
half-empty: inequalitydoesnotalwaysproducepopularoppositiontoit,andin
factitisalmostneveropposedtotheextentthatwewouldpredictifcitizensacted
onlyintheireconomicself-interest(LaddandBowman    ,KluegelandSmith
    ,PageandJacobs    ). Incross-nationalcomparisons,moreunequal
countriesdonotexhibitsystematicallyhigherpopularoppositiontoinequality
(AlesinaandGlaeser    ,KenworthyandMcCall    ),andincreasing
inequalityovertimeintheUnitedStateshasnotsystematicallyresultedin
increasingoppositiontoit(McCall    ).  isistrueeventhoughthevast
majorityofcitizensdonotbene tfromrecentincreasesinincomeinequality,the
gainsofwhichareconcentratedattheverytopoftheincomedistribution
(Atkinson,Pike yandSaez    ).  isdissertationisaboutbe er
understandingwhytheglassishalfempty: whydowenotobservemore
oppositiontoeconomicinequality?
Wehaveastrongtheoreticalreasontoexpecttheglasstobehalf-full:
economicself-interest. Inanunequaleconomywhereincomesareskewed
towardthetop,economicself-interestpredictsthatthemajorityofcitizens
shouldsupporttheredistributionofincomeandthe a eningofincome
 diﬀerences(MeltzerandRichard,    ). Itismorechallengingtoexplainwhy
theglassishalf-empty. Variablessuchaspoliticalmobilization,awarenessof
inequalities,racialheterogeneityandelectoralinstitutionsareamongthe‘usual
suspects’coveredintheliterature.  isdissertationproposes,withoutdisputing
therelevanceofothervariables,thatthereisageneralhumantendency-similar
tobutintheoppositedirectionofeconomicself-interest-thatcauseshumansto
interpreteconomicinequalityasdeservedandthereforeacceptable.
Iwillarguethatthetendencytointerpretinequalityasdeservedexistsbecause
a itudestowardeconomicinequalityaresubjecttostatusquobiasandthe
motivationtobelievethattheworldisjust.  esetwopsychologicaltendencies
are,asfarasweknow,universal. Iwillarguethatwhenweareaskedtomake
normativejudgmentsabouteconomicinequality,thesetwofeaturesofthe
humanmindintersectwithnotionsof‘fairdesert’(whicharebyde nition
imprecise)andresultininterpretationsofexisting(aswellasrecentlyincreased
ordecreased)levelsofeconomicinequalityasdesirableandjust.
 ecorehypothesisthroughoutthedissertationisthis: aseconomic
inequalitychanges,estimatesoffairandappropriatelevelsofinequalitymovein
thesamedirectionasthefactualchangeininequality. Iwillrefertothisasthe
‘habituation’hypothesis: peoplehabituatetoexistinginequalitybyadjusting
theirexpectationsforwhichinequalitiesaredeservedandfairintheapplicable
direction.²  roughoutthedissertation,theterm‘inequality’willreferto
²A similar concept, the adaptation hypothesis, has been previously discussed by Listhaug
and Aalberg (    ) to describe a phenomenon akin to the one described here, albeit without
discussingthepossiblepsychologicalreasonsforit.
 economicinequality,andtheempiricalevidenceallrefersto(someformof)
incomeinequality. Itispossiblethatthetendenciesdiscussedherealsoapplyto
otherformsofeconomicinequality,particularlywealthinequality,butthat
possibilityisnotexploredhere.  us,myresultsreferspeci callytoa itudes
towardincomediﬀerences.  roughoutthedissertation,Iwillreferto‘ideal’,
‘preferred’and‘fair’inequalityasashorthandtotheincomediﬀerencesthatare
recommendedbyrespondentswhentheyareaskedwhattheincomedistribution
oughttolooklike.
 .  O                   
RecentincreasesinincomeinequalityintheUnitedStatesaswellasother
developednations(Atkinson    )havespurredarenewedinterestin
understandingpublica itudestowardincomeinequality. Increasedinequalityis
frequentlythoughtofasproblematicforthequalityofthedemocraticprocess:
Americandemocraticinstitutionsaremoreresponsivetothevoicesofwell-oﬀ
citizens(Gilens    ),anditappearsthat(asmightbeexpected)thepolicy
preferencesoftheverywealthydivergeinimportantrespectsfromthoseofmost
Americans(Pageetal.     ). Moregenerally,higheconomicinequalityhasbeen
linkedtonumerousimportantoutcomesinthecomparativepoliticsliterature,
includingdemocraticand/orregimeinstability(Karl    ,Muller    ,
AcemogluandRobinson    ,Boix    ),reducedpublicgoodsprovision
(Andersonetal.     )andincreasedlevelsofviolenceinwar(Nepaletal.
    ). Someoftheseproposedoutcomeshingeonthepopulationnoticingand
 objectingtoinequality(e.g. thesocialunresthypotheses),othersarethoughtto
occurevenintheabsenceofawarenessand/orconcernfromthewiderpublic
(e.g. erosionofthedemocraticprocess). Regardlessofwhichofthesetwotypes
ofoutcomewearelookingat,understandingpublicopiniontowardincome
inequalityisoneimportantpieceofthepuzzle. Ifthehabituationhypothesisis
correct,thensocialunresthypothesesappearlesslikelytobetrue,whileconcerns
regardingthemoreautomaticconsequencesofinequalityappearincreasingly
pressing.  ereasonsforstudyinga itudestowardincomeinequality,andthe
connectionofthisresearchquestiontothebroaderliteratureonthe
consequencesofeconomicinequalityarethesubjectma erofChapter .
 ethirdchapterdiscusseswhatweknow-anddonotknow-abouta itudes
towardeconomicinequality. StudiesofAmericanpublicopinionaswellas
comparativestudiesofpublica itudesaresummarizedto eshoutthe
observationthatthe‘glassishalf-fullaswellashalf-empty’. Betweenthese
literatures,therearesomestrongexplanationsforwhyinequalitya itudesvary
betweencountries;inparticular,racialheterogeneityfeaturesprominentlyasan
explanationofthe‘half-empty’glass(Gilens    ,AlesinaandGlaeser    ).
However,expectationsforhowpublicopinionreactstochanginginequality,
holdingconstantfactorslikeheterogeneityandinstitutionalenvironment,are
notstraight-forwardtoderivefromthesetheories.  ehabituationhypothesis
speakstostaticaswellasmovinglevelsofinequality,enablingclearpredictions
forpublicopinionregardingtheincreasinglevelsofinequalityexperiencedby
developednationsatthemoment. Chapter alsohighlightsthatthethemeof
 ‘fairdesert’ guresprominentlybothintheAmericanandcomparativeliteratures
ona itudestowardincomediﬀerences;thisobservationisusedtolinkexisting
studiesofinequalitya itudestothepsychologicalmechanismsthatare
introducedinChapter .
Statusquobiasandthemotivationtobelieveinajustworldarepreviously
establishedconcepts,frequentlyusedinsocialpsychologyandoccasionally
incorporatedintobehavioraleconomicsstudies.  isdissertationlinksthesetwo
conceptsdirectlytoa itudestowardincomeinequality. Statusquobiasrefersto
thehumantendencytoprefertheexistingstateofaﬀairstohypothetical
alternatives;itisanumbrellatermfornumerouspsychologicalmechanisms
includingthemereexposureeﬀect,primacyeﬀectsandanchoringeﬀects
(EidelmanandCrandall,    ).  ebelief-in-a-just-worldhypothesisstatesthat
humanbeingsaremotivatedtobelievethattheirsocialenvironmentis,atleastto
someextent,predictableandfair. Whenwearefacedwithevidencetothe
contrary,wehaveasubconsciousmotivationtore-interpretsuchevidencesothat
itdoesnotchallengeourbeliefthattheworldisfair(LernerandMiller    ,Jost
andBanaji    ). Chapter linksthesepsychologicalphenomenatoa itudes
regardingincomeinequality.
Inadditiontosummarizingrelevantresearchfromsocialpsychology,Chapter
 presentsmyhypothesesinmoredetail. Iwillarguethatwhenwearefacedwith
informationregardingunexpectedlyhighincomeinequalityinoursociety,we
canconcludeeitherthatoursocialworldismoreunfairthanwepreviously
thought,orthattheseincomediﬀerenceswereprobablydeserved. Becauseitis
 psychologicallymoreuncomfortabletothinkofoursocialsystemasunfairthan
itistoadjustourexpectationsforwhat‘deserved’incomeinequalitieslooklike,
weare(subconsciously)motivatedtodothela erasopposedtotheformer.  is
processispartlyenabledbythefactthatmappingtheconceptof‘desert’onto
speci cnumericestimatesofincomeisaninherentlysubjectiveprocess;thereis
nosingle,correctanswertothequestionofhowmuchmoremoneyis‘deserved’
bysomeonewho‘workshard’.  ismalleabilityof‘desert’estimatesisfurther
increasedbythefactthatinmostcases‘hardwork’isdiﬃculttoobservefroma
distance: mostcitizenshavenoaccesstodetailedaccountsofthe‘hardwork’or
‘valueadded’of,say,CEO’s.³  us,whenwereceivenewinformationregarding
incomediﬀerences,wearea)motivatedtoassignthedeparturefromexpected
levelstosomethingotherthansystemicunfairnessandb)haveanalternative
adjustment-ourexpectationsforwhat‘fairdesert’entails-readilyavailable. Asa
result,whenacitizenlearnsthatincomeinequalityintheircountryishigherthan
theypreviouslythought-eitherbecausetheywerepreviouslymisinformedor
becauseincomeinequalityhaschanged-theyadjusttheirexpectationsfor‘fair’
levelsofincomeinequalityup. Perceptionsoffairnessthusmovetogetherwith
(perceived)inequality,andchangesininequalitydonotdirectlyproduce
dissatisfactionwithit.
InChapter ,IpresentempiricalevidencefromtheInternationalSocialSurvey
Project(ISSP);analysisof  countriescon rmsthatindividualperceptions
³ isobservationisnotintendedtoimplythatthe‘valueadded’byCEO’sislowerorhigher
than estimated by most citizens. I am noting that information about this is unavailable, which
rendersestimatesofhowhardCEO’sworkdiﬃculttomake,quiteregardlessoftheiractualwork
andvalueadded.
 regardingincomediﬀerencesareastrongpredictorofidealincomediﬀerences.
Havingestablishedacorrelationbetweenperceivedandideallevelsof
inequality,Chapter turnstoexperimentaltestsofthehypothesizedcausal
direction: thatperceptionsaﬀectideals. Inonelaboratoryandonesurvey
experiment,Imanipulate(perceptionsof)existingincomeinequalityandshow
thatasaconsequence,estimatesofidealinequalitymoveinthesamedirectionas
themanipulatedinequality. Inthelaboratoryexperiment,subjectstakepartina
competitionwheretheinequalityofprizesismanipulated.  eresults
demonstratethattheparticipants’recommendationsforappropriatedivisionsof
prizemoneyareaﬀected,intheexpecteddirection,bythedivisionthey
experiencewhentakingpartinthecompetition. Inthesurveyexperiment,
participantswhoreceiveinformationregardingthe(formostparticipants,
unexpectedly)highlevelsofincomeinequalityintheUnitedStatesadjusttheir
estimatesofidealincomeinequalityup,i.e. inthedirectionofmoreincome
inequality.  eira itudestowardtheimportanceofgovernmentinterventionto
reduceincomediﬀerences,meanwhile,remainunchanged.  eseresultsholdfor
DemocratsandRepublicansalike.  eresultisthatwhilepartisandiﬀerencesin
endorsementsofincomeinequalitiesdonotchange(theopinion‘landscape’
remainsunchanged),thereisanoverallupwardshi invisionsofidealincome
inequality.
 emechanismsthatleadtothehabituationeﬀectarefurtherexploredina
follow-upsurveyexperiment,describedinChapter .  isexperimentshows
thatwhenthemotivationtobelieveinajustworldisexperimentallyactivated,
 preferencesforincomeinequalitymoveintheexpecteddirection: up. Previous
studieshaveshownthatthemotivationtothinkoftheworldasfairis
situation-dependent: amongindividualswhoarechronicallylowonthis
motivation,itispossibletoexperimentallyactivateit. Iusetwopreviously
validatedexperimentalmanipulationsofthemotivationtobelieveinajustworld
inareplicationandextensionofthesurveyexperimentinChapter . Whenthe
motivationtobelievethattheworldisfairisactivated,preferencesforincome
inequalityareadjustedup;thiseﬀectoccursaboveandbeyondtheeﬀectofthe
informationtreatment. Becauseindividualswhoarechronicallylowonthis
motivationaremorelikelytoidentifyasDemocrats,thistreatmenthasan
interestingimpactonthepartisan‘landscape’ofopinion: inthetreatment
condition,otherwiserobustdiﬀerencesininequalityidealsbetweenRepublicans
andDemocratsarereducedtoinsigni cance.  is ndingopensuppotentially
importantresearchquestionsregardingtheimpactofthebroaderpolitical
environmentonthedynamicsofpublicopinionformation;theseresearch
questionsarediscussedattheendofChapter andintheconcludingChapter .
Insum,thisdissertationusespre-existingsurveysandoriginalexperimental
datatoargueinfavorofthehabituationhypothesis: whenincomeinequality
changes,estimatesofacceptablelevelsofinequalityadjustinthesamedirection.
 eexistenceofhabituationcanhelpusunderstandwhy‘theglassishalffull’:
whytherearefewerdemandsforredistributionthanwewouldotherwiseexpect,
andwhychangesinincomeinequalitydonotnecessarilyresultinincreased
oppositiontoit.  ehabituationhypothesisis,byde nition,one-sided: justas
 thematerialself-interesthypothesiscannotexplainwhypeopleacceptinequality,
thehabituationhypothesiscannotexplainwhypeopleopposeit. Undoubtedly,
bothacceptanceandresistanceoccurinreal-lifepolitics. Weknowveryli le,so
far,aboutthesocialdeterminantsandthesituationallimitsofstatusquobiasand
systemjusti cation,therolethattheprevalenceof‘justdesertideologies’may
playinthehabituationprocess,andwhathappenswheneconomicself-interest
con ictswiththehabituationprocess. Futureresearchisnecessarytobe er
understandwhenandhowoneofthemotivesoutweighstheother. Hopefully,
havingasystematic,psychologically-foundedexplanationofwhytheglassis
‘half-empty’willcontributetofutureresearchontheseimportantquestions.
  2
WhyInequality? OntheConsequencesof
EconomicInequality.
E                                  ofsocietieswhereaneconomic
surplusisproduced. Assuch,ithasbeenatopicofinterestforobserversof
  politicsatleastsinceAristotle. Inadditiontophilosophicalandempiricaldebates
regardingitsinherent(un)desirability,economicinequalityhasbeenlinkedto
numerous(desirableaswellasundesirable)society-leveloutcomes.
Understandingtheconsequencesofeconomicinequalityinvolves,amongother
things,understandingpublicopinionregardingitslegitimacyanddesirability. In
thischapter,Iwilldiscusstheconsequencesofeconomicinequalityandwhy,if
wecareabouttheseconsequences,weshouldcareaboutbe erunderstanding
publicopinionregardingtheappropriatenessofeconomicinequality.
Someconsequencesofeconomicinequalityarepredicatedonthepublic
perceivingandreactingtoeconomicinequality;examplesincludesocialunrest
anddemandsforredistribution. Iwillstartbydiscussingtheseconsequences,
drawing(asIwillthroughoutthisliteraturereview)primarilyfromthe
comparativepoliticsandAmericanpoliticsliteratures. Otherpotential
consequencesofeconomicinequalitydonotrequirethewiderpublictobeaware
of(orupsetby)economicinequality;prominentexamplesincludetheerosionof
democraticresponsivenessandundesirablepublichealthoutcomes;theseare
discussednextinthechapter. Eventhoughthesela erconsequencesmayoccur
withoutpublicawareness,fullyunderstandinghowtheseconsequencescanbe
preventedorreversedrequiresabe erunderstandingofhowpublicopinion
towardeconomicinequalityisformed. Iwillconcludethisintroductorychapter
withabriefoverviewofwhythetopicofeconomic(andparticularlyincome)
inequalityisarelevanttopicrightnow.
   .  T                                                 
          
 eresearchsummarizedbelowprimarilydiscussesnegativeconsequencesof
economicinequality. Itisthereforeworthpointingoutrightattheoutsetthatnot
alleconomicinequalityisnecessarilybad,andsomeisprobablydesirable. Many
ofthestudiesdiscussedinthischapterhavebeeninspiredbythehistoricallyhigh
andincreasinglevelsofeconomicandincomeinequalitycurrentlyexperienced
bywealthyindustrializedcountries(aswellassomeoftheirpoorer
counterparts). Suchqueriesintotheconsequencesofincreasingand/or
historicallyhigheconomicinequalitydonotimplythattheidealisnoinequality
atall. Someoftheresearchcitedbelowhasbeencarriedoutbyeconomists,many
ofwhomarelikelytoagreewithdefensesofinequalitysuchastheoneputforth
byFreeman(    ),whoarguesthattheincentivesproducedbyunequalrewards
areanimportant,indeedcrucial,partofhumansociety.  atthenotionof‘fair
inequality’resonatesbeyondeconomistscanbeseeninsurveydata,where
cross-nationalsamplesofindividuals(incapitalistaswellasstatesocialist
economies)tendtoagreenotonlythatsomeincomediﬀerencesaredesirable,
butarealsolargelyinagreementregardingthe‘peckingorder’ofoccupations
(KelleyandEvans    ,Marshalletal.     ).  esamesurveys¹alsoshowthat
¹IamreferringheretodatafromtheInternationalSocialSurveyProject(ISSP),inparticular
questionsregardingappropriateearningsforoccupations. InChapter ofthisdissertation,Iwill
questionjusthowliterallyweoughttointerprettheanswerstoquestionsliketheonesreferredto
here. However, I consider it indisputable that in every country for which ISSP data is available,
the population on average thinks that the current level of income inequality in their country is
toohigh.
  mostpeoplewouldprefertheincomegapsintheircountrytobesmallerthan
theyactuallyare,whichsupportsthesuggestionthatwhenwetalkabout‘the
consequencesofeconomicinequality’,duetothehistoricalpositionwe nd
ourselvesin,whatwefrequentlymeanis‘theconsequencesoftoomuch
economicinequality’.
Inadditiontotheconsequencesofeconomicinequality,discussedbelow,we
maycareabouteconomicinequalityasagood(orbad)inandofitself. Jonesand
Klenow(    ),forexample,includeameasureofeconomicinequalityintheir
measureofwell-being(whichisintendedtobeacomplement/alternativeto
GDP).Inequalityisreverse-scoredintheirproposedmeasure,indicatingthatwe
liveinatimewherethesuggestionthatinequalityistoohighcarriesmoreappeal
thanthesuggestionthatinequalityistoolow. Green(    )arguesthatpaying
a entiontoinequalityreduction,andafocusonthe‘super-rich’inparticular,is
nomoreoutofplaceinaliberal,Rawlsiansocietythanafocusontheleastwell
oﬀ. Ifrisingeconomicinequalityisviewedasaninherentlynegative
phenomenon,thenunderstandinghowpublicopinionreactstothisnegative
developmentisimportantforafullerunderstandingofdemocraticdynamicsin
modernsocieties. However,thereasonsforpursuingabe erunderstandingof
publicopiniontowardeconomicinequalitydonotstopattheinherent
(un)desirabilityofinequality;Iturntomoreinstrumentalreasonsforpursuing
thisknowledgeintherestofthischapter.
   .  W                     ?
AsnotedbyShapiro(    ),ifthepoorareto“soaktherich”,theyneedtobe
awareofandobjecttoeconomicinequality rst.²  ehypothesesdiscussedin
thissectionallsharethefactthattheydependonsomeformofawarenessofand
rebellionagainstinequalityonbehalfofthedisadvantaged;assuch,these
hypothesesareallformsofthe“thepoorwillsoaktherich”argument.
AlreadyAristotleexpressedtheconcernthatifthepoorweretoholdpolitical
power,theywoulduseittoexpropriatetherich.  eintuitionbehindthis
concernhasnotbecomeanylessrelevantwiththepassageoftime: the
observationthatinanunequaleconomicsystem,thepoorhaveamaterial
incentivetodemandredistributionofwealthisacommonstartingpointforlayas
wellasscholarlywritingsoneconomicinequality.  epreciseconditionsfor
suchdemands,andtheforminwhichthefrustrationofthepoorisexpectedto
manifestitselfvaries.  eargumentsbelowhaveincommonnotonlythe
expectationthatthepoorwillrejectinequality,butalsothattheyaresupported
bymixedempiricalevidence. Studyinghowa itudestowardinequalityare
formedcanhelpusevaluatetheplausibilityofmechanismsthatareexpectedto
linkeconomicinequalitytotheoutcomesdiscussedbelow.  is,inturn,may
helpusbe erunderstandwhytheempiricalevidenceinfavorofthese
hypotheseshassofarbeeninconclusive.
Marx(    [    ])expectedthat,asthegapinthestandardsofliving
²SeealsoDahl(    ,p.  )
  betweenthebourgeoisieandtheproletariatgrew,andastheproletariatbecame
increasinglyimpoverished,theproletariatwouldriseupinarevolutionand
violentlyclaimmaterialresourcesforthemselves. Modernpoliticalscienceno
longerconceptualizesinequalityasa(suﬃcient)causeofsocialrevolutions,but
theexpectationthatinequalityhasadestabilizingeﬀectonpoliticalregimes
remainsrelevantinstudiesofcomparativepolitics.
Muller(    ,    )observedthatthereisaninversecross-national
relationshipbetweenincomeinequalityandregimestability. Heusedthis
observationtoarguethatincomeinequality,byvirtueofexacerbatingcon icts
betweenthepoorandtherich,isbadfordemocraticstability. Morerecently,high
levelsofincomeinequalityinLatinAmericahavebeenlinkedtotherelative
instabilityofdemocraticregimesintheregion(Karl,    ). Intwoprominent
works,Boix(    )andAcemogluandRobinson(    )alsoarguethat
economicinequality(viademandsforredistributionbythepoor)leadstoregime
change,althoughtheydisagreeabouttheprecisefunctionalrelationshipbetween
thevariables.³ Empirically,itisasofyetunclearwhichprediction,ifeither,is
correctandwhetherinequalityisa(necessaryorsuﬃcient)causeofpolitical
instability. Whatisclearisthatadissatis edreactionbythepoorisanecessary
componentoftheunderlyinglogicinalltheabovearguments. Insofaraswe
don’tyetknowwhetherinequalitydoescauseregimeinstability,understanding
theformationofpopularreactionstoinequalitycanhelpusunpacktheempirical
accuracyoftheassumptionsbehindthesecausalclaims.
³ edebateregardingtheempiricalpredictiveabilityofthesepredictionsisongoing;seefor
exampleSoifer(    )whoquali estheargumentwithstatestrengthasamoderator.
  Indemocraticregimes,shortofthreateningthestabilityofthepoliticalsystem,
thedissatisfactionofthepoorisexpectedtobetranslatedintovotesinfavorof
redistribution.  isexpectationhasbeenwidelyusedinformalizedform
(MeltzerandRichard    ),butalsoformsanexplicitstartingpointfor
qualitativestudiesintothepoliticala itudesofthepoor. Lane(    )and
Hochschild(    ),forexample,basetheirinquiriesintowhythepoordonot
objectmoretotheirdeprivedpositionontheexplicitassumptionthatitwould
makeeconomicsenseforthepoortodoso. Morerecently,debatesregardingthe
votingpa ernsoftheAmericanpoor(Frank    ,Gelmanetal.     )utilize
thesameassumption: thatthepoorshouldvoteintheireconomicself-interest,
andiftheydonot,thisneedstobeexplained.
AsIwilldiscussinmoredetailinthechapterona itudestowardinequality,
empiricalsupportfortheassumption(ornormativeexpectation)thatthepoor
(should)voteinfavorofredistributionismixed: ontheonehand,poorpeople
dovoteinfavorofmoreredistributionthantherich,butontheotherhandthey
donotvoteforredistributiontotheextentthatapurematerialincentives
frameworkwouldpredict. Iwillarguethatinordertocompletethepictureand
understandendorsementofinequalityaswellasoppositiontoit,weneedto
seriouslyexaminethepossibilitythathumansarepredisposedtohabituateto
economicinequalityby(re-)interpretingitasfairanddesirable.
Insum,aslongasthemechanismsthatformpoliticaloppositiontoinequality
remainpoorlyunderstood,wewillnotfullyunderstandsocialoutcomeswhose
occurrencetheoreticallyhingesonpopularrejectionofinequality.
   .  D                                      ?
Higheconomicinequalitymostlikelyharmsthefunctioningofdemocratic
institutions-andtheexistenceofthisparticularconsequenceofinequalitydoes
nothingeonpopularoppositiontoincomediﬀerences. Weknowthat
democraticsystemstendtobemoreresponsivetotheopinionsandpreferences
oftheirwealthycitizens. Solt(    )concludes,basedonacross-national
analysis,that“higherlevelsofincomeinequalitypowerfullydepresspolitical
interest,thefrequencyofpoliticaldiscussion,andparticipationinelections
amongallbutthemostaﬄuentcitizens”.⁴ Inaddition,Solt(    )showsthat
incomeinequalityinU.S.statesisassociatedwithlowerturnoutandagreater
incomebiasintheelectorate. Karabarbounis(    )usesapanelofOECD
countriestoshowthat“whentheincomeofagroupofcitizensincreases,
aggregateredistributivepoliciestilttowardsthisgroup’smostpreferredpolicies”.⁵
MuchofthedetailedevidenceinsupportofthisargumentisbasedontheUnited
States: Bartels(    ,Ch. )showsthatsenatorsaremoreresponsivetothe
interestsoftheirwealthierconstituentsandGilens(    )demonstratesthat
Americanpublicpolicycorrespondstothepreferencesofthewealthy,and
sometimesthemiddleclass,butnotthepoor-atleastnotincircumstanceswhen
thepoordisagreewiththewealthy. Basedonthebestavailablepreliminary
evidence(Pageetal.     ),itappearsthatthesuper-richholdpreferencesthat
occasionallydivergeinimportantwaysfromthoseoftheaverageAmerican
⁴Solt(    ,p.  ).
⁵Karabarbounis(    ,p.   ).
  citizen;thismakestheobservationofdisproportionatepoliticalin uencebythe
richparticularlyconsequentialforthedemocratichealthofthesystem.
 ereissomeevidencetosuggestthatincreasingeconomicinequalityinthe
USisrelatedtothedisproportionatepoliticalin uenceofthewealthy. Onthe
encouragingsideofthepicture,Schlozmanetal. (    )showthatwhileratesof
voting,a endingmeetingsanddoingcampaignworkareallrelatedto
socio-economicstatus,thesewell-knowndisparitieshavenotincreasedoverthe
periodofincreasingeconomicinequality(fromthe    ’stothepresent).
However,thereisanenduringandstrongassociationofincomewiththe
frequencyofcampaigncontributions: “thoseinthetopquintileare
approximatelyeighttimesmorelikelytomakeadonationtoacampaignthan
thoseinthebo omquintile”and“itisreasonabletoinferthat,whenitcomesto
themostexpandableandmostunequalformofindividualpoliticalparticipation,
makingcampaigncontributions,inequalityhasgrownovertimeinawaythatis
relatedtotheincreaseinincomeinequality.”⁶ Manza(    )reachesthesame
conclusion,pointingoutthatgiving(forallpurposes,includingpolitical)among
thewealthyhasincreasedintheeraofrisinginequality,andthatthishasenabled
thesuper-richtoincreasetheir“investment”inpolitics.⁷ BothBartels(    ,
Ch. )andGilens(    ,Ch. ),concludethatthediﬀerentialresponsivenessof
electedrepresentativestothepolicypreferencesoftheirconstituentsis
consistentwithdisproportionatecampaigndonationsbeingthedrivingfactor.
 ese ndingsaredisconcertinginthefaceofincreasingconcentrationof
⁶Schlozmanetal. (    ,pp.   - ).
⁷Manza(    ,pp.   - ).
  economicfortunesinthehandsofafew;Gilensconcludesthat“redressingthe
imbalanceinpoliticalin uencewillbediﬃcultifthetrendtowardincreased
economicinequalitycontinuesunabated”.⁸ Perhapsthemostresounding
conclusionregardingthenegativeimpactofeconomicinequalityonAmerican
democracycomesfromthe    APSATaskForceonEconomicInequality:
Today,however,thevoicesofAmericancitizensareraisedand
heardunequally.  eprivilegedparticipatemorethanothersand
areincreasinglywellorganizedtopresstheirdemandson
government. Publicoﬃcials,inturn,aremuchmoreresponsiveto
theprivilegedthantoaveragecitizensandtheleastaﬄuent.
Citizenswithlowormoderateincomesspeakwithawhisperthatis
lostontheearsofina entivegovernment,whiletheadvantaged
roarwithaclarityandconsistencythatpolicymakersreadilyheed.
 escourgeofovertdiscriminationagainstAfricanAmericansand
womenhasbeenreplacedbyamoresubtlebutstillpotentthreat-
thegrowingconcentrationofthecountry’swealthandincomein
thehandsofthefew.⁹
Aspoliticalscientists,andasmembersofademocraticsociety,itisconcerningto
notethatthequalityofdemocraticprocessesmaybeerodingduetoincreasing
economicinequality. Ifweareinterestedinstoppingthistrend,thenonepossible
avenueforreversalwouldbethemobilizationofpopularopinionagainst
⁸Gilens(    ,p.   ).
⁹APSATaskForceReport(    ,p.   ).
  inequality.  isoptionbringsusbacktotheneedtobe erunderstandtheimpact
that(informationabout)economicinequalityhasonpublicopinion,andhow
opinioninfavorofeitherincreasingordecreasingeconomicinequalityisformed.
 .  O                                          
Inadditiontothechallengesthateconomicinequalityposestopoliticalequality,
inequalityhasbeenlinkedtoanumberofothersociety-leveloutcomes,
describedbelow. Mostofthesepotentialconsequencesofinequalityare
consideredtobeundesirablefromasocialperspective,andbecauseofthis,
 ghtingtheseconsequencescouldbene tfrombe erunderstandinghow
a itudesinfavorofreducingeconomicinequalityareformed. Itshouldbenoted
thatmostofthestudiessummarizedinthissectionrelyoncorrelationsfoundin
cross-sectionaldata,providingusaglimpseofwhatunequalcountrieslooklike
butleavingthedirectionofcausalityopenfordispute.  islimitationofthe
currentstateofknowledgeisfrequentlyduetothediﬃcultyofacquiringgood
over-timedataonnumerouscross-nationalvariables. However,evenifonlysome
ofthehypothesizedcausaleﬀectsholduptoscrutinyasbe erdatabecomes
availableinthefuture,thesocialimplicationsofthecurrentincreasesin
economicinequalitymaybeconsiderable.
Intermsofitsin uenceonpoliticala itudes,economicinequalityhasbeen
linkedtolowerlevelsofsocialtrust(You    ),reducedsocialsolidarityand
willingnesstohelpothers(PaskovandDewilde    ),reducedsupportfor
secularizationofpublicoﬃceholdersandmoresupportforthein uenceof
  religiousleadersinpolitics(KarakocandBaskan    ),reducedtoleranceof
homosexuality(AndersenandFetner    ),reducedsocialaﬃnityacrosssocial
classes(LupuandPontusson    )andincreasednationalismamongthe
(ethnicallydivided)poor,resultinginlesssupportforredistribution(Shayo
    ). Itisacommonassumptionamongthesestudiesthattheexperienceof
beingonthe‘losing’sideofinequalityisuncomfortable,andthatlookingfor
psychologicaldefenses(e.g. identi cationwithanalternativesocialgroup,
securityderivedfromreligion,reducedrelianceonsocietyandmorefocuson
one’singroup)isthemechanismthatlinkseconomicinequalitytoa itude
changes.
Inadditiontoa itudinalvariables,economicinequalityhasalsobeen
hypothesizedtoin uencenon-a itudinaloutcomes. Forexample,economists
havestudiedtherelationshipofeconomicgrowthandeconomicinequalitywith
mixedresults(see orbecke    ,Pontusson    ,orVoitchovsky    for
reviews)anditisasofnowunclearwhattherelationshipisandwhichfactorsmay
moderateit. Incomparativepolitics,Nepaletal. (    )showthatinequalityis
relatedtoincreasedlevelsofviolenceintheNepalicivilwar,whileFearonand
Laitin(    )arguethatinequalityisnotrelatedtothelikelihoodofacivilwar
breakout. IntheAmericanse ing,Frank(    )hasarguedthatrisinginequality
pushesthemiddleclassintoanunaﬀordableraceforpositionalgoodsbyshi ing
theframeofreferencethatde nesconsumptionstandards(seealsoFranketal.
    ).
 edebateconcerningtheimpactofeconomicinequalityonpublichealthhas
  recentlycaughtthepubliceyeandhasbecomeoneofthemostwell-known
academicdebatesaboutinequalityoutsidetherealmofacademiccommentary.
Duetoitspublicprominence,thisargumentisworthaddressingseparately.
WilkinsonandPicke (    )have,withtheirbest-sellingbook eSpiritLevel,
popularizedthenotionthathigheconomicinequalityisrelatedtoaseriesof
negativepublichealthoutcomes,includinglifeexpectancy,infantandmaternal
mortality,mentalhealthandobesity.  eirassertionsrelyontheirowndata
analysisaswellasotheracademicstudiesthatsupportthisnotion. Forexample,
Galeaetal. (    ) ndthatincomeinequalityislinkedtoincreasedmortality
rates,Kennedyetal. (    )showthatthereisanassociationofstateincome
inequalitywithpoorhealthoutcomesontheindividuallevel,andKahnetal.
(    ) ndthatinequalityisassociatedwithworsehealthoutcomesforpoor
mothers. However,DeatonandLubitsky(    ,    )arguethattherelationship
ofeconomicinequalityandpublichealthisspuriousand,inthecontextofU.S.
states,disappearswhencontrollingforproportionblackinthepopulation. While
SubramanianandKawachi(    )includestateproportionblackandstill nda
relationshipbetweenincomeinequalityandhealthoutcomesintheU.S.,
Beck eld(    )usesalargecross-nationalsampleand ndsnoconnection
betweenpopulationhealthandincomeinequalityoncecountry xed-eﬀectsare
included. MellorandMilyo(    )controlforindividual-aswellas
regional-levelcharacteristicsand ndnorelationshipbetweenhealthstatusand
incomeinequalityintheUnitedStates. Carefulreviews(seeNeckermanand
Torche    ,KawachiandKennedy    andLeighetal.     )concludethat
  thereiscurrentlynosolidevidencethatinequalityitselfaﬀectshealthoutcomes.
Leighetal. (    )suggestthatwhilecurrentevidenceforalinkisweakand
inconsistent, rmconclusionswillhavetowaitfor“moreworkwithbe erdata
andbe ermethods.”¹⁰ Inotherwords,whileweknowthatsocialstatus(and,of
course,poverty),aﬀectindividualhealth,¹¹thejuryisstilloutontherelationship
betweeneconomicinequalityandpublichealth.
 .  W     ?
Inequalitymayhavebeenofinteresttoobserversofpoliticssincethetimeof
Aristotle,butthewealthofrecentstudiesaboutitsimpact(andjustasbroada
literature,notreviewedhere,onitsorigins)¹²isinspiredbyadistinctlymodern
development: theincreaseinincomeinequalityindevelopedcountriessincethe
    ’s. Startinga erthe    -  recession,topincomesintheUShave
increasedtogetherwiththeshareofincomescapturedbythetopofthe
distribution(Go schalkandDanziger,    ,Ch. ).  ispa ernholdsupwith
severaldiﬀerentoperationalizationsofincome(Brandolini    ). Similar
changeshavebeendocumentedacrossEnglish-speakingcountries(Pike yand
Saez    ),andmorerecentlyalsoinpartsofcontinentalEurope(Smeeding
    ). TopincomeshareshavealsoincreasedinwelfarestateslikeNorway
¹⁰Leighetal. (    ,p.   ).
¹¹For example, Falk et al. (    ) show that experiencing an unfair payment has adverse car-
diovascularconsequences. Mendelsonetal(    )showthatbeingassignedtoalowstatuscon-
ditionhasanegativeimpactonstress-relatedphysiologicalsystems. Kondoetal(    ) ndthat
relativedeprivationamongJapaneseadultsisassociatedwithpoorself-ratedhealth.
¹²Forreviewsontheoriginsoftheincreaseineconomicinequality,seeMahler(    ),Stepan
andLinz(    )andHackerandPierson(    ).
  (Atkinson    )and,ifcapitalgainsareincludedinthede nitionofincome,the
experienceofSwedenlookssimilartothatoftheUSandtheUK(Roineand
Walderstrom    ).
 eincreaseintopincomeshasnotbeenacaseof“li ingallboats”withthe
risingtide. IntheUnitedStates,wheremostoftheincomegrowthhasbeen
capturedbythetop percent(Atkinson,Pike yandSaez    ),therehasbeen
li letrickle-downofwealth,leadingcommentatorstonamethisphenomenon
“winner-take-allinequality”(HackerandPierson    ,Ayres    ). Inequality
hasalsobeenincreasingwithinU.S.states(McNicholetal.     ),andwhile
adjustingforpost-transferincomesandhouseholdsizeamelioratesthesizeofthe
changes,incomeinequalityhasstillincreasedevena ertheseadjustments
(Burkhauser    ),ashasconsumptioninequality(A anasio    ,    ).
Finally,increasinginequalityintheUnitedStateshasnotbeenoﬀsetbyincreases
insocialmobility(BradburyandKatz    ).
Today,theUnitedStatesisoneofthemostunequalrich-andmiddle-income
countries,withunusuallyhighlevelsofCEOpay(McCallandPercheski    ).
 ismakesthequestionofpublicreactionstoandtheconsequencesofincome
inequalityparticularlypressingfortheUnitedStates. However,assummarized
above,thesequestionsarenotbyanymeansuniquelyapplicabletothe
experienceoftheUnitedStates. Incomeinequalityisincreasinginmany
developedcountries,asithassincethe    ’sintheUnitedStates,andthisfact
givesincreasedurgencytoresearchquestionsaimedatunderstandingpublic
reactionsto,andhabituationwith,thesenewlevelsofincomeinequality.
   .  C         :                                     
                
Ourunderstandingoftheconsequencesofeconomicinequalityis,asofnow,still
inconclusivewithrespecttoseveralimportantvariables. Understandingpopular
reactionsto(increases)ineconomicinequalityisimportantnotjustinitsown
rightbutalsoinordertoshedmorelightonthepsychologicalmechanisms
throughwhicheconomicinequalityisexpectedtochangesociety. Evenwhenthe
potentialconsequencesofinequalityarenotthemselvesdependentonchangesin
publicopinion,suchchangesmayberequiredtosloworreversetheincreaseof
inequalityand/orthenegativeconsequencesitmaybring. Improvingour
understandingofbeliefsregardingtheacceptabilityofinequalityisthenextstep
inresearchintothepoliticalfall-outofincreasinginequality. Inthewordsof
Kaufman(    ),“thedivergentclaimsabouttheeﬀectsofeconomicinequality
indicatethatwestillhaveawaytogoifwearetounderstandhow,orwhether,it
ma erspolitically. Movingforwardwillrequireacloserexaminationofthe
social-psychologicalfoundationsofbeliefsaboutinequalityandthewaythese
articulatewiththebroadersocialandpoliticalenvironment.”¹³  enextchapter
willintroducetheexaminationofsocial-psychologicalfoundationsofbeliefs
aboutinequalitybysummarizingwhatis(andisnot)currentlyknownaboutthe
formationofthesea itudes.
¹³Kaufman(    ,p.   ).
  3
A itudestowardeconomicinequality:
whatdoweknow?
I                ,thepoorandthemiddleclasstendtobemoreinfavorof
redistributionthantherich,buttherealsotendstobesubstantialagreement
  regardingthefairnessofatleastsomeincomeinequalities.  ischapter
summarizescurrentexplanationsfortheexistenceofoppositiontoand
acceptanceofincomeinequalities,againdrawingprimarilyoncomparativeand
Americanpoliticsliteratures. Iwillarguethat,asofnow,wehaveanincomplete
understandingoftheformationofpreferencesinfavorofinequality,andthat
whiletheexistenceofahabituationmechanism(wherebyindividualshabituate
toexistingincomeinequalitybyadjustingtheirpreferencesforinequality)has
beenpreviouslydiscussed,wedonothavesystematictestsofthishypothesisnor
istherearigoroustheoreticalexplanationforwhyweshouldexpecthabituation
tooccur.
 eliteratureona itudestowardeconomicinequalityisheredividedinto
threesections: comparativeworkona itudestowardredistribution,the
literatureonAmericana itudestowardeconomicinequalityandredistribution,
andcomparativeworkona itudestowardincomeinequality. Eachofthese
literatureshassomewhatdiﬀerentobjectivesandmethods,buttheysharetheaim
ofbe erunderstandingpublicopinionregardingfairnessinquestionsofincome,
taxation,andredistribution.  enotionthattheglassofpopularresistanceto
inequalityishalf-full(objectionstoinequalityarecommon)andhalf-empty
(acceptanceofinequalityisalsocommon)isclearbothinacross-nationalanda
U.S.perspective.  ehabituationhypothesisprovidesapsychologicallyfounded,
universalexplanationforthe‘half-emptyglass’andexplainswhychangesin
incomeinequalities,ceterisparibus,donotsystematicallyleadtoincreased
objectionstoinequality.
   echapterstartswithanoverviewofcomparativeresearchona itudes
towardredistribution,followedbyAmericana itudestowardredistributionand
thencomparativeresearchona itudestowardincomeinequalities. Inthe rst
twosections,redistributivepreferenceswillbetreatedasastraight-forward
extensionofeconomicself-interestandasasubsetofthebroadercategory
“a itudestowardeconomicinequality”.  ethirdsectionaddresseswhatwe
knowabouta itudestowardincomeinequalityspeci cally,asdistinctfrom
a itudestowardgovernmentredistribution.
Toforeshadowtheargumentofthischapter,itisarobustcross-national
 ndingthatclassmembershipislinkedtoredistributivepreferences. However,
nationalindicatorsofincomeinequalityareatbestimperfectlylinkedto
cross-nationalvariationindemandsforredistribution,andchangesinincome
inequalitydonotsystematicallypredictredistributivedemands.  eliteratureon
Americana itudestowardinequalityandredistributionechoesthis nding:
Americansare,tosomeextent,concernedabouttoohighinequality,butrecent
increasesininequalityhavenotresultedinhigherlevelsofdissatisfaction. Inboth
cases,we ndratesofinequalityacceptancethatarenotexplainedbymaterial
self-interest,andthatwecurrentlydon’thaveasingle,psychologicallyinformed
explanationfor.
BothcomparativeandAmericanpoliticswritingspointtoperceptionsof‘fair
desert’asanimportantvariablethatdeterminesoppositiontoandacceptanceof
inequality. Buthowareperceptionsofhowmuchinequalityis‘deserved’and
howmuchinequalityistoomuch(ortooli le)formed?  ecomparative
  literatureona itudestowardincomediﬀerenceslooksatthisquestionand
arrivesatasurprisingconclusion: perceptionsofhowlargeincomediﬀerences
are‘deserved’arestronglyrelatedtoperceptionsofhowlargeincomediﬀerences
reallyare. Inaddition,inpost-Communistcountries,whereincomeinequalities
rapidlyincreasedduringthetransformationtocapitalistmarketeconomies,
perceptionsofincomeinequalitiesincreased,andperceptionsofhowlarge
incomediﬀerencesare‘deserved’increasedalso: perceptionsofrealityand
conceptsoftheidealwerechangingtogether.  eseobservationshaveledsome
commentatorstosuggestthatpopularopinionregardingtheacceptabilityof
speci cincomediﬀerences‘habituates’toexistinglevelsofincomeinequality.
However,sofarwedonothaveastrongtheoreticalexplanationofwhywewould
expectahabituationeﬀecttooccur.  isobservationisapreludetothe
discussion,inChapter ,ofhowhumanpsychology,thestatusquo,and
perceptionsofdesertinteracttoproducethehabituationeﬀect.
 .  A                                               -
    
 ecomparativestudyofpreferencesforredistributionhasbeenstrongly
in uencedbythematerialself-interesthypothesis,orinotherwords,the
expectationthatpeopleshoulddemandredistributionwhenitisintheir
economicself-interesttodoso. Empiricalevidenceinfavorofthisinterpretation
ismixed;thepoorinmostcountriesdosupportmoreinequalitythanthe
wealthy,buttherearealsobroadlyacceptedeconomicinequalitieseverywhere.
  Numerousconfoundingvariables,whicharethoughttointerferewiththe
otherwise-expectedmanifestationsofmaterialself-interest,havebeenproposed
intheliterature;amongthem(andhighlightedbelow)arehypothesesabout
habituationandjustworldbeliefs.
 ematerialself-interesthypothesispredictsthatthosewhostandtobene t
fromincomeredistributionshouldsupportit: inmodernsocieties,themedian
earnerhasabelow-meanincome,andshouldthereforesupportredistribution
(MeltzerandRichard    ). Cross-nationally,therearepersistentclass-based
votingcleavages(Brooksetal.     )andredistributivepreferences
systematicallyvarybysocialclass(Svallfors    ). However,nowheredo
below-meanearnerspreferthetotallevelingofincomesinthewaythataliteral
interpretationoftheMeltzer-Richardhypothesiswouldpredict. Insteadof
pursuingaliteralinterpretationofthehypothesisthatpredictspreferencesfor
fullylevelingofincomes,itismorecommontoacknowledgethatseveralother
factorsalsoin uencepreferencesforredistribution,andtore-interpretthe
materialself-interesthypothesisinlightofthis.  iscommon(re-)interpretation
ofmaterialself-interestpredictsthat,ceterisparibus,timesandplaceswithhigher
incomeinequalityshouldexhibithigherdemandsfor(andthereforehigherlevels
of)redistribution(KellyandEnns    ,Milanovic    ,Finseraas    ,
KenworthyandMcCall    ).
Empiricalsupportforthela er,over-timehypothesisismixed. Onthe
con rmatoryside,Milanovic(    )analyzesredistributivepreferencesin
developedcountriesand ndsthatthemedianvoterisresponsivetoinequalityin
  theexpecteddirection(higherinequalitycorrelateswithmoresupportfor
redistribution). Dallinger(    )also ndsthatinequalityincreasesdemandfor
redistribution,butonlywhenGDPisheldconstant,andFinseraas(    )
performsamulti-levelhierarchicalanalysiswithcross-nationaldata,also nding
apositiverelationshipbetweeninequalityandthemedianvoter’ssupportfor
redistribution. However,KenworthyandMcCall(    ) ndnorelationship
betweeninequalityandsupportforredistributionacrosseightindustrialized
countriesanda  yearperiod. AlesinaandGlaeser(    )arguethatina
comparisonofwealthycountries,moreunequalcountriestendtoexhibitless
demandforredistribution. Turningtoover-timeanalyses,KellyandEnns(    )
arguethatintheUS,increasinginequalityhasdecreasedsupportfor
redistribution,andGeorgiadisandManning(    ) ndasimilarpa erninthe
UK.Furthercomplicatingthepicture,DionandBirch eld(    )arguethatin
countrieswithlowlevelsofeconomicdevelopmentorhighlevelsofincome
inequality,individual-levelincomedoesnotsystematicallyexplainsupportfor
redistribution.
Overall,then,thereissubstantiallylessredistributionthanapurematerial
self-interestmotivewouldpredict,anddemandforredistributionisatbest
imperfectlylinkedtochangesininequalityacrosstimesandplaces. Giventhis
mixedpicture,thereisasubstantialliteraturethatasks: whyistherenotmore
demandforinequality? Muchofthisliteraturecanbethoughtofasasearchfor
confoundingvariablestothematerialinterestexpectation: itisassumedthat
wereitnotforsomeother,interveningvariablethenmaterialself-interestwould
  producetheexpecteda itudinaloutcomes.  enumberofconfoundersthat
havebeensuggestedand/orshowntoexistisremarkable,testifyingtothe
enduringstrengthofthequestion: whydopeoplenotreactmorestronglyagainst
inequality? Mostoftheseconfoundingvariablesarenottheprimaryobjectof
studyinthisdissertation,buttheyarerelevanttotheissueathandbecausethey
directlyexplainaspectsofwhy‘theglassishalf-empty’. Proposedvariablesthat
in uence(electoral)oppositiontoinequalityinclude: electoralinstitutions
(IversenandSoskice    ),elitediscourse(WegnerandPellicer    ),theskew
oftheincomedistribution(LupuandPontusson    ),racialheterogeneity
(AlesinaandGlaeser    ,Gilens    ),unionizationrates(Ruedaand
Pontusson    ),culture(Lu merandSinghal    ),welfareregimetype
(Svallfors    ),religiosity(ScheveandStasavage    ),(perceptionsof)the
possibilityofupwardmobility(BenabouandOk    ,BenabouandTirole
    ,Pike y    ,McCall    ,Lu    )andtrustingovernmentcapability
(Mares    )amongothers. Inthisdissertation,Iarguethatthereexistsa
humantendencytointerpretexistinginequalityasacceptableandthatthis
tendencycanhelpusexplainwhythereislessoppositiontoinequalitythanwe
wouldotherwiseexpect. Iemphasizeherethatthishypothesisisintendedasa
complement,notadirectchallenge,tothevariableslistedabove,aseachofthe
hypothesizedvariablesmayverywellhaveindependenteﬀectsonpreferencesfor
inequalityandredistribution.
Onesigni cantvariablenotmentionedinthelistaboveistheconceptof
desert: thebeliefthatincomediﬀerencesare‘fairanddeserved’mayinterfere
  withtheformationofredistributivedemands. Forexample,society-level
variationsinperceptionsoftheroleofluckvs. hardworkhavebeenhypothesized
toaﬀectdiﬀerencesinredistributiveequilibriabetweentheUnitedStatesand
Europeancountries(AlesinaandAngeletos    ). GeorgiadisandManning
(    ) ndthatinequalityitselfdoesnotimpactsupportforredistribution,but
oneofthevariablesthatdoesisother-regardingpreferences,forexamplefeeling
thatothersliveinneedduetoinjustice. Perceptionsof‘fairdesert’arethus
thoughttoin uencepreferencesforredistribution: whenincomediﬀerencesare
perceivedtobedisproportionatetodesert,itisexpectedthatdemandsfor
redistributionareformed,whereaspopularopinionwouldhesitatetorequest
redistributionof‘earnedrewards’. Buthowdoesthepublicformopinionsonhow
largeincomediﬀerencesare‘earned’and‘fair’,andwhichincomediﬀerencesare
unacceptablyloworhigh?  ecomparativeliteratureonpreferredincome
diﬀerencessuggeststhattheseestimatesofidealincomesaresigni cantly
in uencedby(perceptionsof)existingincomeinequality. Beforeaddressingthat
literature,however,thenextsectiongivesanoverviewofAmericana itudes
towardinequality,wherethethemesofmaterialself-interestandperceptionsof
desertareeverybitasrelevantastheyareinthecomparativeliterature.
 .  A                                            -
            
ItispopulartopaintapictureofAmericansasuniquelyacceptingofeconomic
inequalitiesandopposedtoincomeredistribution.  iscomparisonunderlies
  theapproachofAlesinaandGlaeser(    )andisechoedbyJacobsandSkocpol
(    )whowritethat“AmericansaremuchmorelikelythanEuropeansto
acceptsubstantialdisparitiesofincomeandwealth. IntheUnitedStates,unequal
outcomesareseenaslargelyre ectingdiﬀerencesamongindividualsratherthan
 awsintheeconomicsystem.”¹ Atthesametime,othercommentatorsarguethat
Americansarenotparticularlyexceptionalintheirpreferencesforinequality
(OsbergandSmeeding    ). WhilestudiesofAmericana itudestoward
inequalityhavereachedvariousconclusions,thereisatleastsomebroad
agreementthatAmericans’a itudestowardinequalityandredistributionare
mixed(seee.g. PageandJacobs    orKluegelandSmith    ). Parallelingthe
 ndingsfromcomparativestudiesofinequalitya itudes,inAmericathereis
morepopularacceptanceofeconomicinequalitythanmaterialself-interest
wouldpredict,anddissatisfactionwithinequalityhasnotincreasedintandem
withincreasesindefactoinequalitysincethe    ’s(McCall    ).
SinceAmericana itudestowardeconomicinequalityandgovernment
redistributionaremixed,Americanshavebeendescribedas“ambivalent
egalitarians”(Schlozmanetal.     ,Ch.  ),orelse“conservativeegalitarians”
(PageandJacobs,    ). ItwaswithrespecttoAmericanopinionabout
inequalitythatBartels(    )remarkedthat“itiseasytodisagreeaboutwhether
theglassishalffullorhalfempty”,²anobservationthatIhaveusedindissertation
withrespecttoopinionregardinginequalitymoregenerally. Ontheonehand,
thereiswidespreaddissatisfactionwithinequalityinAmerica: PageandJacobs
¹JacobsandSkocpol(    ,p. ).
²Bartels(    ,p.   ).
  (    ,p.  -  ) ndthat   ofAmericans,includingamajorityofRepublicans,
agreethat“diﬀerencesinincomeinAmericaaretoolarge”,and   rejectthe
notionthatthecurrentdistributionofmoneyis“fair”;thispa ernhasbeen
evidentsincethemid-    ’s. PoorAmericansaremorelikelytovotefor
le -wingpartiesandtovotebasedoneconomicissues(Bartels    ,Gelmanet
al.     ),andmostAmericanswouldpreferthewealthdistributiontobemore
equalthanitis(NortonandAriely    ).
Ontheotherhand,substantialendorsementsoftheeconomicstatusquocan
alsobefoundinAmericanpublicopinion.  ereistheby-nowfamiliar
observationthatnotallpoor-andmiddleclassrespondentssupport(fullor
partial)redistributionofincomes,andthattheeconomicself-interesthypothesis
thereforeneedscomplementinginordertoexplaintheremainingvariationin
redistributiveopinion. LaddandBowman(    )concludetheircomprehensive
surveyofpublicopiniononeconomicinequalitywiththeobservationthatwhile
mostAmericansconsiderthemselvesmiddleclass,exhibitsuspiciontowardthe
richandfeelsomeuneasewithinequality,theyalsoopposeredistributionof
wealth. AccordingtoKluegelandSmith(    ),amajority(   )ofAmericans
endorse“aboutthepresentlevelofincomeinequality”³whilePageandJacobs
(    ) ndthatmostAmericansrejectthenotionthatthegovernmentshould
narrowthegapbetweentherichandthepoor.⁴
SeveralofthemostcommonexplanationsforthisdualisminAmerican
a itudestowardinequalitywerealreadymentionedamongtheexplanationsfor
³KluegelandSmith(    ,pp.   - ).
⁴PageandJacobs(    ,p.  ).
  comparativediﬀerencesina itudes. Forexample,racialheterogeneitycombined
withthe(perceptionof)theminoritygroupbeingdisproportionatelypoorcan
reducesupportforredistribution(AlesinaandGlaeser    ,Gilens    ).
Variablessuchaselectoralinstitutions(IversenandSoskice    )andreligiosity
(ScheveandStasavage    )alsoapplytotheUSasmuchasothercasesin
comparativeperspective. Inadditiontothesevariables,aprominent‘suspect’for
thelackofstrongerredistributivedemandsintheUSisalackofpublicawareness
abouteconomicinequality.
Isitpossiblethatignoranceoftruelevelsofinequalityisresponsiblefor
Americanacceptanceofexistinginequalities?  eclaimthatAmericansare
unawareoftheextentofinequalityintheircountryiswellsupported. Norton
andAriely(    )directlyshowthatAmericansunderestimatewealthinequality
evenastheybelievethereistoomuchofit. Bartels(    ,Ch. )arguesthat
whileAmericanssurveyrespondentssaythattheybelieveinequalityhasrisenin
thelast  years,thisapparentknowledgere ectsfolkwisdomratherthan
genuineawareness. SurveydatausedinChapters and ofthisdissertationalso
con rmsthatmostAmericansunderestimateoccupationalincomeinequality.
However,thereissomeamountofsignalhiddeninthenoiseoffolkwisdom. Xu
andGarand(    ) ndthatpeoplewhoresideinmoreunequalUSstatesare
morelikelytoperceivelargeincreasesinincomeinequalityoverthelast  years,
andthosefromlowerincomestrataaremorelikelytotranslatestateincome
inequalityintoinequalityperceptions. McCall(    )showsthatin    ,
Americans’estimatesoftheamountofmoneyearnedbyCEO’sincreasedsharply
  ascomparedto    ,indicatingsomeawarenessofincreasingtopincomes. Itis
unclearwhetherthisrisemakesupforthecomparativelackofaccurate
perceptionsregardingCEOpaythatOsbergandSmeeding(    )document
whentheycomparetheUStootherdevelopednations,butthetrendin
perceptionsisinthecorrectdirection. Iwillreturntothequestionofawareness
ofoccupationalincomeinequalities,intheUnitedStatesandothercountries,in
Chapter below. But,evenifweallowforthefactthatAmericanrespondents
underestimatethetrueextentofincomeinequality,themorerelevantquestionis
whetherhigherawarenesswouldresultinincreasedobjectionstoinequality.  e
habituationhypothesissuggeststhatthisisnotnecessarilythecase;infact,the
oppositemayoccur,andhigherawarenessofinequalitycouldresultinupward
revisionofpreferencesforinequality. Accurateknowledgeregardinginequality,
inotherwords,maybescarce,butevenwhenitisavailable,theconsequencesfor
publicopiniondonotnecessarilyimplyincreasedredistributivedemand.
Ina nalechoofthecomparativeliterature,beliefsinfairdesertandequality
ofopportunity(frequentlyusedinthecomparativeliteraturetoexplainthe
outlierstatusoftheU.S.intermsoflevelsofredistribution)arecommonlyused
intheAmericanpoliticsliteraturetoexplainwhyAmericansdonotobjectmore
toeconomicinequality. Lane(    )emphasizestheimportanceofbeliefsin
opportunityandtheaccompanyingperceptionofeconomicdiﬀerencesas
deservedinthepoliticalthoughtofworkingclassAmericans. Hochschild(    )
arguesthatforAmericans,thenotionofearned-andthereforedeserved-
diﬀerencesineconomicrewardsmakenotionsofeconomicinequalitymore
  acceptablethannotionsofsocialand/orpoliticalinequality.  ethemesof
desertarealsousedinlater,quantitativestudiesoninequalitya itudes: both
PageandJacobs(    )andKluegelandSmith(    )remarkthatAmericans
agreewiththestatementthatopportunityisavailabletoeveryoneinAmerica,
andthatbeliefsinopportunityleadtoperceptionsofincomediﬀerencesas
‘deserved’.⁵ However,theevaluationofwhichinequalitiesaredeserved,and
whicharenot,isanimperfectcalculationatbest: howdocitizenscometo
judgmentsregardingincomesthattheyarepreparedtoacceptasdeserved,and
incomesthattheydeemtoolowortoohigh?  ecomparativeliteratureon
a itudestowardincomediﬀerenceshaslookedpreciselyatthisquestion.
 .  C                                        
Makingjudgmentsaboutfairdesertinincomesisaninherentlyimprecise
activity: informationregardingvariableslike‘hardwork’,‘talent’and‘value
added’ishardtoquantifyandobserve. Cross-nationalsurveysshowthatmost
people,instatesocialistaswellasmarketcapitalistsocieties,agreethatatleast
someincomeinequalityisdesirableandsuggestaverysimilarhierarchical
orderingofoccupationsbysuggestedincome(KelleyandEvans    ).  ebest
predictorforthepreciseincomediﬀerencesthataresuggestedbyrespondentsas
idealistheirperceptionofexistingincomediﬀerences(Gijsberts    ,Kelley
andZagorski    ,Austen    ). Ifweacceptthatperceptionsofwhether
incomeinequalitiesare‘deserved’and‘fair’impactredistributivedemand,then
⁵PageandJacobs(    ,p.  ),KluegelandSmith(    ,p.  ).
  factualinequalityitselfmaya enuateredistributivedemands,providedthatthe
populationtosomedegreeperceivesincomeinequalitiesandtheseperceptions
in uencepreferencesforinequality.  estudiessurveyedinthissectionsuggest
thatthiscausalchainisaplausibleinterpretationofthedata.
 eliteratureoncomparativea itudestowardinequalityofincomesisnotas
cohesiveorwell-developedastheliteratureonredistributivea itudes,andthe
dataitcandrawonismoresparse. Nonetheless,thereisanidenti ableliterature
onperceptionsofincomediﬀerencesandpreferencesforthem,inwhichmost
studiesrelyondatafromtheInternationalSocialSurveyProject(ISSP).Here,as
inthebroaderredistributivea itudesliterature,perceptionsoffairnessloom
largeasanexplanatoryfactor,butsodoesanotherinterestingvariable:
perceptionsofincomediﬀerences,whichhaverepeatedlybeenshowntopredict
preferencesforincomediﬀerences.
 eSocialInequalityModule, eldedregularlybytheISSP,asksquestions
regardingtherespondent’sperceptionofoccupationalincomeinequalityand
theirpreferenceforideallevelsofoccupationalincomeinequality;bothare
probedbyaskingtherespondenttogiveestimatesofandpreferencesforideal
incomesinalistofoccupations.  emostfrequentuseoftheoccupational
inequalityquestionsisthroughtheconstructionofajusticeindex(formalizedin
Jasso    )bycapturingtherelationshipofperceptionstoidealsasalogratio
(ln(incomeofhighprestigeoccupations/incomeoflowprestigeoccupations).
 isformulation,orsomemodi cationthereof,hasbeenusedinnumerous
  studies⁶toestimatetherelationshipbetweenperceptionsofincomeinequality
andideallevelsofincomeinequality,aswellastoanalyzeover-timechangesin
desiredlevelsofinequality.
GiventhattheISSPSocialInequalitymodulewas eldedin    and    ,
andthatthesampledcountriesincludedcommunistaswellascapitalist
countries,itwaspossibletocarryoutstudiesthattrackeda itudestoward
incomeinequalityasformerlyCommunistcountriestransitionedtocapitalist
systemsandexperiencedrapidincreasesinincomeinequality(Heyns    ).
Gijsberts(    )looksatideallevelsofincomeinequalitybetween    -    
and ndsthatidealincomediﬀerencesincreasedinbothcapitalistand
post-communistcountries,buttheincreasewasparticularlymarkedin
post-communisteconomies. KelleyandZagorski(    )also ndthat
transitionsfromcommunismtocapitalismresultinhigherideallevelsofincome
inequality.  esepa ernsofchangingpreferencesarenotwellexplainedby
demographicvariablesineithercommunist/post-communistorcapitalist
countries,⁷butareverywellpredictedby(alsoincreasing)perceptionsofincome
inequality(Gijsberts    ,Austen    ,KelleyandZagorski    ). Kelleyand
Zagorski(    )hypothesizethatthenew,higherincomediﬀerencesare
perceivedbythepopulationandacceptedaslegitimatebecausetheyareascribed
⁶See for example Austen     , Gijsberts     , Hadler     , Kelley and Evans     , Kelley
andZagorski    ,KenworthyandMcCall    ,OsbergandSmeeding    ,andVerwiebeand
Wegener    .
⁷Demographic variables do predict variation in occupation-speci c estimates; for example,
high socio-economic status predicts preferring higher pay as ideal for top earners (Kelley and
Evans,    ). However,demographicvariablesdonotpredicttheideallevelofincomeinequal-
ityparticularlywell(analysisinChapter ofthisdissertation).
  tooutcomesofproductivityand/oreﬀort. OsbergandSmeeding(    )
con rmthatthereisastrongcorrelationbetweenthe‘perceived’andthe
‘preferred’measureswhenaGiniindexoperationalizationisusedinsteadofthe
Jasso(    )justiceindexmeasure.
Evenasinequalityidealshaverisenalongsideperceptionsofinequality,itis
unclearhowthesechangesrelatetopopular(dis)approvalofthenewlevelsof
inequalityandtodemandsforredistribution. LovelessandWhite eld(    )
 ndthateventhoughinequalityincreasedinnewCentral-European
democracies,a itudesonwhetherthereistoomuchsocialinequalitywerenot
aﬀectedbyindicesofactualinequality. InEstoniabetween    and    ,for
example,agreementwiththestatement“incomediﬀerencesaretoolarge”didnot
changedespiteincreasingincomeinequality(Saar    ). Itdoesappearthatthe
gapbetweenidealandperceivedlevelsofinequalitywidenedduringthisperiod
(VerwiebeandWegener    ,Jasso    ),andinoverallpreferences,
post-Communistcountriesremainedmoreegalitarianthancapitalistcountries
(KelleyandEvans    )butthesechangeshavenotsubstantiallychangedthe
strongpredictiveabilityofinequalityperceptionsonideals.
 epredictiverelationshipbetweenperceptionsandpreferencesisalsofound
incross-nationalcomparisonsthatdonotfocusonthepost-Communist
experience,includinganalysesoftheUnitedStates(OsbergandSmeeding    ,
Svallfors    ). Incomparativeperspective,Americansdonotstandoutas
preferringexceptionallyhighlevelsofinequality,buttheyarealsoparticularly
likelytounderestimatethelevelofCEOpayintheircountry(Osbergand
  Smeeding    ).⁸ SubjectiveperceptionsofinequalityintheUnitedStatesare
thereforesomewhatbelowtheaverageofallcountries,andinpreferred
inequality,theUnitedStatesisinthemiddle. EvansandKelley(    )usean
alternativespeci cation(theyuseaquestiononidealearningsforpeopleinthe
respondent’sownoccupation)andcon rmthatAmericansprefersomewhat
moreinequalitythanothernationsbutarenotexceptional. Iftheadjustment
hypothesisistrueandthepublicrationalizesperceivedincomediﬀerences,then
improvingAmericans’inaccurateperceptionsofincomeinequalitymaypush
Americanpreferencesforinequalityup,makingthemappearmoreexceptionalin
comparativeperspective.
Whiletherelationshipbetweenperceptionsandidealsinoccupationalincome
inequalityhasbeenwelldocumented,thisliteraturehasnotproposedstrong
psychologicallyorpoliticallygroundedtheoriesastowhythispa ernoccurs.
ListhaugandAalberg(    )suggestthe“adjustmenthypothesis”that
individualsacclimatetochanginginequality,andKelleyandZagorski(    )
suggestthatperceptionsoffairnessmaybeinvolvedintheadjustmentprocess,
butnodirecttestsofthesehypotheseshavebeencarriedouttodate. Whilethe
post-Communistexperiencesuggeststhatthecausalitybehindthiscorrelation
mayrunfromperceptionstopreferences,surveydatacannotanswerthis
questionde nitively. Whatthesedatacantellusisthatperceptionsandidealsof
⁸McCall (    ) shows that in     , when these questions were asked in the United States
as part of the General Social Survey, perceptions of CEO pay had increased markedly from the
previous survey wave in     ; it is unclear whether this increase has kept pace with the actual
increases in CEO pay during this period or whether Americans are still comparatively likely to
underestimateCEOpay.
  incomeinequalitymovetogether,andthatthesechangesarenotsystematically
linkedtoperceptionsthatinequalityis“toohigh”. Inthenextchapters,Iwill
specifyandtestthehabituationhypothesis,derivedfromtheseobservations.
 .  C         
 ereisanelegantandstraight-forwardtheoreticalreasontoexpectindividuals
tosupportredistribution: weexpecthumanbeingstoactaccordingtotheir
materialself-interest.  isexpectationispartlycon rmedincomparativeand
U.S.focusedresearchonpublicopinion. Atthesametime,populardemandsfor
redistributionarelessintensethanwewouldexpectifmaterialself-interestwere
theonlymotiveatwork. Whilenumerousconfoundingvariableshavebeen
proposedtoaccountforthis‘shortfall’inredistributivedemand,wedonothavea
straight-forward,human-naturetypeexplanationthatcouldserveasa
complementaryandoppositehypothesistothematerialself-interesthypothesis
(althoughwedoknowthatperceptionsof‘fairdesert’areimplicatedinthelack
ofredistributivedemands).
Comparativestudiesofa itudestowardincomeinequalityaskwhatvariables
in uencepopularnotionsof‘deserved’incomediﬀerences,andconsistently
concludethatperceptionsofincomeinequalityarestronglypredictiveof
inequalityideals.  esestudieshavealsoshownthatwhenincomeinequality
dramaticallyincreases,perceptionsandpreferencesbothmoveinthedirectionof
higherinequality.  eseobservationsarestronglysuggestiveofahabituation
hypothesis: individualshabituatetochangesininequalitybyadjustingtheir
  expectationsforwhat‘fairdesert’involvesandasaconsequence,anychangesin
redistributivedemandsthatmightotherwisebeexpectedaremuted.
Whyisitplausibletothinkthathumanbeingssystematicallyhabituateto
inequalityinsteadofrejectingit? Inthenextchapter,Iwillturntosocial
psychologytoexpandtheargumentofhabituationandspecifymyhypotheses.
  4
 epsychologyoftheﬆatusquoand
incomeinequality.
T                            toincomediﬀerences,andthat
increasingincomediﬀerencesmaypushperceptionsofacceptableincome
  diﬀerencesup,issupportedbyfeaturesofhumanpsychology,primarilystatus
quobiasandthemotivationtobelieveinajustworld.  ischaptercoverssocial
psychologicalresearchonthesetwofeaturesofthehumanmind,andusesthis
researchtocreateapsychologicallyinformed,theoreticallysoundbackgroundto
thehabituationhypothesis.  ehabituationhypothesis,aswellastwofollow-up
hypothesesonindividualvariationandtheroleofpoliticalcontextarederivedin
thischapterandempiricallytestedinthefollowingthreechapters.
 .  T                             
Desert,fairearnings,andappropriaterewardsforhardworkarerecurring
conceptsinstudiesofpublicopinionaboutincomeinequality.  enotionthat
hardworkdeservestoberewardedarewidelysharedacrossdiﬀerentculturesand
economicsystems(KelleyandEvans    ,Marshalletal.     ). Beyondthe
initialagreementthatsomelevelofinequalityisdesirable,therearesigni cant
cross-nationalandindividual-leveldiﬀerencesinreportedideallevelsofincome
inequality(OsbergandSmeeding,    ).  israisesthequestion: howdo
individualsmovefromtheabstractnotionofdeserttoanevaluationofthe
appropriatenessofspeci cincomes,andofspeci cincomediﬀerences?  e
notionof‘desert’isafundamentallyimprecisetoolformakingdecisionsabout
numericrewardsforcomplicatedtasksincomplicatedeconomicenvironments.
Wemayallagreethatadoctorshouldearnmorethananunskilledfactoryworker
(VerbaandOrren    ,KelleyandEvans    ),buthowmanytimesmore? If
wesuspectthat,astheliteratureontheimportanceof‘desert’perceptionsinthe
  formationofredistributivea itudessuggests,demandsforredistributionare
morelikelytooccurwhenincomediﬀerencesaredeemedtoolargetobe
deserved,itbecomespoliticallyveryrelevanttoknowhowindividualsarriveat
evaluationsofincomesas‘deserved’or‘notdeserved’.
Incross-nationalsurveydata,thestrongestpredictorofidealincome
diﬀerencesisperceivedincomediﬀerences.  issuggeststhatexisting(or
perceived)incomeinequalitymayin uenceestimatesoffairness.  eimprecise
natureofconceptsofdesertdoesnot,byitself,producethiseﬀectofthe
(perceived)statusquo: theimprecisionofestimatesbasedondesertcould,
ceterisparibus,resultinahighdegreeofvariationindesertestimatesbetween
individuals,butdoesnotimplythatsuchestimatesshouldbesystematically
in uencedbyperceptionsofinequality. However,oncewetakefeaturesof
humanpsychologyintoaccount,theplausibilityofstatusquoin uenceon
preferencesforinequalitybecomesclear. Statusquobiasstatesthathuman
estimatesforthe‘good’or‘preferred’stateoftheworldaresystematicallybiased
towardtheexistingstateoftheworld. Beliefinjustworldtheory,further,states
thathumansaremotivatedtoholdontotheirbeliefthatthesocialsystemisfair,
andinordertomaintainthisbelieftheyarepronetoadjustingotherbeliefs-in
thiscase,perceptionsofthedeservednessofincomediﬀerences. Together,status
quobiasandbeliefinjustworldtheorypredicttheobservedcorrelationbetween
perceivedandidealincomediﬀerences.
   .  S            
Statusquobiasisanumbrellatermthatcoversnumerouscognitiveand
motivationalmechanisms,allofwhichpre-disposeindividualstopreferexisting
itemsandsocialarrangements(thestatusquo)overhypotheticalalternatives.
EidelmanandCrandall(    )summarizestatusquobiasastheobservationthat
“thelegitimateconsiderationandendorsementofalternativesmayrequiremore
eﬀort,control,awareness,orintentionthandoessupportingthestatusquo”and
that“statusquomaintenanceismoreubiquitousandsubtlethano enbelieved.”¹
Below,Idescribethisphenomenoninmoredetailandapplyittopreferencesfor
incomediﬀerences.
 ecognitivereasonsforapsychologicaladvantageforthestatusquoare
numerous,andonlyasubsetofthemiscoveredhere. SamuelsonandZeckhauser
(    )showthatdescribingonesetofchoices(forexample,achoicebetween
investmentportfolios)asthestatusquomakesindividualsmorelikelytoselect
thealternativethatisdescribedasthestatusquo.  emereexposureeﬀect
(Zajonc    )statesthatbriefexposurestoneutralstimuli(suchasphotosof
individualfaces)causesindividualstolaterratethesenow-familiarstimulimore
favorablythannewstimuli. Assumingthatindividualsareexposedtoexisting
socialarrangementsmoreo enthanhypotheticalalternatives,themereexposure
eﬀectservestoenhancestatusquobias. Primacyeﬀects(Asch    ,Anderson
¹EidelmanandCrandall(    ,Ch. ,p.  ).  ischapterprovidesanoverviewofthevarious
mechanismsatworkinproducingstatusquobias;theinformationinthisparagraphandthenext
isbasedontheirsummary.
      )occurbecauseinformationthatisreceivedandprocessed rsthasan
advantageoversubsequentinformation. Becauseexistingarrangementsare
typicallyprocessedbeforehypotheticalalternativesareconsidered,this
phenomenonalsoresultsinastatusquoadvantage. Lossaversion(Kahneman
andTversky    )canbethoughtofasanotherpotentialsourceofstatusquo
bias,asitincreasesindividuals’probability,underspeci ccircumstances,of
choosingthesafestatusquooverariskieralternative. Finally,theanchoring
eﬀect(TverskyandKahneman    )contributestostatusquobias. Duetothe
anchoringeﬀect,whichisparticularlyprominentinunit-basedestimation,
“peopleinsuﬃcientlyadjustfromthatwhichismentallyaccessible.”² Anexample
isprovidedbyLeBoeufandSha r(    ),whoshowthat“whenpeoplegenerate
unit-basedestimatesofuncertaindatesordistances,theymayanchoronthe
‘here’or‘now’andadjustincrementallybytheunit;suchadjustment,however,is
o eninsuﬃcientandyieldssystematicunderestimation.”³ Estimatesofincome
are,ofcourse,unit-basedincurrencyandthereforelikelycandidatesfor
anchoringeﬀectsinthehereandnow(i.e. inperceptionsofexistinginequality).
Usually,statusquobiasisexpectedtobeneutralwithrespecttocontent,butit
ispossiblethatthisneutralityisunderminedbythefactthatcertaintypesof
stimuliareprocessedmoreeasilythanothers. ZitekandTiedens(    )show
thatinformationregardingsocialhierarchiesisprocessedmoreeasilythanother
typesofsocialinformation,andthatthisinformationcomestobeevaluatedmore
positivelyasaresultofthefasterprocessing. Totheextentthatincome
²EidelmanandCrandall(    ,p.  ).
³LeBoeufandSha r(    ,p.  ).
  diﬀerencesprovideinformationaboutsocialhierarchies,theymaytherefore
enjoyanaddedboosttotheirstatusquoadvantage.
Statusquobiasthuspredictsthatcomparisonsofrealandhypothetical
alternativesstartwithanappraisalofthestatusquo,fromwhichwethen
(insuﬃciently)adjusttowardourpreferredstatesoftheworld. Becauseofstatus
quobias,ourpreferencesforidealstatesoftheworldaresystematically
in uencedbytheexistingstateoftheworld-inthedirectionofpreferringthat
whichalreadyexists. Whenitcomestoappraisalsofincomediﬀerences,the
predictionisthat(perceptionsof)actualincomediﬀerencessystematically
in uenceourperceptionsofidealincomediﬀerencesinthedirectionofexisting
inequality. Notethatthispredictionisnotdependentonthecontentofthestatus
quo,whichmeansthatitcanbeappliedto‘low’aswellas‘high’inequality. Itis
alsoimportanttopointoutthatstatusquobiasdoesnotpredictcomplete
adjustmenttothestatusquo;rather,itpredictsinsuﬃcientadjustmentawayfrom
it. Inotherwords,evenwhenweareactivelytryingtomoveawayfromthestatus
quo(forexample,becausewethinkthatincomediﬀerencesshouldbelowerthan
theycurrentlyare),ourestimatesofidealincomediﬀerenceswillbein uenced
bytherealstateoftheworld.
 .  B                 
Whilestatusquobiasisanumbrellatermformainly(thoughnotexclusively)
cognitivemechanisms,beliefinajustworldtheorypositsamotivated
mechanismthatleadstosimilarpredictionsasstatusquobias.  eoriginal
  formulationofthejustworldhypothesisisthat“peoplehaveaneedtobelieve
thattheirenvironmentisajustandorderlyplacewherepeopleusuallygetwhat
theydeserve.”⁴  isneedcausesindividualstothinkoftheirsocialenvironment
asjustandfair-asthetypeofenvironmentinwhichincomes,loworhigh,are
deserved.  us,thejustworldmotivemaycauseustoacceptperceivedincome
inequalitiesaslegitimate-evenwhensimilarinequalitieswouldberejectedas
unfairiftheywerepresentedashypothetical. Atthemargin,thisimpliesthatas
(perceived)incomediﬀerencesincrease,weadjustourexpectationsfordesirable
incomediﬀerencesup. Becausebeliefinjustworldisanindividualdiﬀerence
variable,thistheoryalsopredictsthatsomepeoplewillbemoreacceptingof
perceivedinequalitythanothers. Inaddition,thestrengthofthemotiveto
believeinajustworldisalsosituationallydetermined,whichmeansthatby
manipulatingspeci celementsofthesocialsituation,thetendencytoacceptthe
statusquoaslegitimatecanbestrengthened. Below,Iwillusebothofthese
predictionstocreatefurthertestableimplicationsofthehabituationhypothesis.
 eoriginaljustworldhypothesisrefersonlytoourjudgmentsofindividuals.
LernerandMiller(    )showthatwhenobserversseeanunjustevent
happeningtoaninnocentvictim,andtheobserverisunabletohelpthevictim,
thentheobserverwilltendtoderogatethevictim’spersonality.  ederogation,
whichoccursbyassociatingnegativetraitswiththevictim,servesthepurposeof
makingthevictimappearmoredeservingoftheirfate,thushelpingtoupholdthe
observer’sbeliefthattheworldisjust.  isderogationtakesplaceevenifthe
⁴LernerandMiller(    ,p.    ).
  observerthemselvesisthevictim(i.e. theobserverthenengagesin
self-derogation).
Whiletheoriginalformulationofbeliefinjustworldtheoryismainly
concernedwithourappraisalsofindividuals,thenotioncanalsobeappliedto
ourappraisalsofsocialsystems. Systemjusti cationtheory(JostandBanaji,
    )doesjustthis: itbuildsonbeliefinjustworldtheoryandextendsits
implicationstoincludeevaluationsofsocialsystems. Systemjusti cationtheory
arguesthatwhenwearefacedwithfactsthatthreatenourbeliefinthefairnessof
oursocialsystem,wesubconsciouslyadjustourexpectationsforwhatafair
systemwouldlooklike,inordertoavoidcompromisingthebeliefthatoursocial
systemisfair.  esystemjusti cationmotiveissummarizedinareviewarticleas
follows: “thereisageneral(butnotinsurmountable)systemjusti cationmotive
todefendandjustifythestatusquoandtobolsterthelegitimacyoftheexisting
socialorder.”⁵
 eneedtobelieveinafairsocialenvironmentishypothesizedtohave
evolutionaryroots: “thesystemjusti cationgoalhaslikelyevolvedinhumans
becauseofitsadaptivevalue,anditspursuitservestheessentialfunctionsof
alleviatingnegativeaﬀectassociatedwithpotentialphysicalandpsychological
threats,oﬀeringcoherence,structure,andmeaningtoone’slife,andfacilitating
interpersonalrelationshipswithothermembersofthesamesociety.”⁶ In
particular,“‘beliefinajustworld‘isauniversalneedarising(solelyorprimarily)
⁵Jostetal. (    ,p.   ).
⁶LiviatanandJost(    ,p.   ).
  fromthedesiretoperceivethatonehascontroloverone’senvironment.”⁷ Belief
inajustworldservesamotivatingfunction: theabilitytoself-regulateinthe
pursuitoflong-termgoalsdependsonthebeliefthatone’ssocialenvironmentis
fair(Laurinetal.     a). Becauseofthelinktoself-motivation,andthe
alleviationofnegativeaﬀect,beliefinajustworldisavaluablestateofmindto
humanbeings;themaintenanceofbeliefinajustworldisthereforeanimportant
subconsciousgoal.
 eoriginatorsofsystemjusti cationtheoryderiveseveralhypothesesfrom
thisbroadmotivation,includingthepredictionthatindividualsaremotivatedto
rationalizethestatusquoasfairanddesirable.  eauthorsthemselvessuggest,
butdonottest,that“asystemjusti cationperspectivehelpstounderstandwhy
peoplewhoareeconomicallydisadvantagedo enopposeincome
redistribution.”⁸ JostandHunyady(    )directlysuggestthatoneconsequence
ofsystemjusti cationisthata)peoplerationalizethestatusquoandb)inthe
processofdoingso,theyinternalize(cometoaccept)inequalitiesevenwhen
thesedonotbene tthem. Asystemjusti cationperspectivethussuggeststhat,
whenpeoplereceiveinformationregardingthestatusquoofincomeinequalityin
theirsociety,theyaremotivatedtorationalizethisstateofthestatusquoasfairso
astomaintaintheirpre-existinglevelofbeliefinajustworld.  eambiguity
inherentintheconceptof‘desert’providesaconvenientalternativeadjustment:
changingone’sestimateofhowlargeincomediﬀerencesarefairisarelatively
‘painless’adjustmentwhencomparedwithareductioninone’sbeliefthatthe
⁷JostandHunyady(    ,p.   ).
⁸Jostetal. (    ,p.   ).
  socialsystemisfair.  istrade-oﬀ,andtheeasewithwhichconceptsof‘desert’
canbeadjusted,liesbehindtheexpectationthatthestatusquoofinformation
diﬀerenceschangesinequalityideals.
 .  T                       
Statusquobiasandthemotivationtobelieveinajustworldapproachesthus
bothpredictthatexistingincomediﬀerences(thestatusquo)impactour
estimatesofidealincomediﬀerences.
 ehabituationhypothesis: Estimatesofidealincomeinequalityare
systematicallyskewedtowardthe(perceived)statusquoinincomediﬀerences.
 erefore,whenthestatusquoofincomediﬀerenceschanges,desireddiﬀerences
inincomechangeinthesamedirection.
Becausestatusquobiasandjustworldtheoryproducethesameprediction
withrespecttothein uenceofexistingincomediﬀerencesonidealsofincome
diﬀerences,testingthishypothesiscannotspeaktotherelativestrengthsofthe
twoexplanationsinproducingthepredictedoutcome. Itislikelythatboth
cognitiveandmotivationalmechanismsareatwork,butshowingthatthereisa
maineﬀectofthestatusquocannotteasethetwomechanismsapart. Below,Iuse
thefactthatthesystemjusti cationmotiveisanindividual-levelvariableto
predictindividualvariationinhabituationtothestatusquo.  isindividual
variationpredictionspeaksdirectlytotheexistenceofasystemjustifying
tendencyinthehabituationphenomenon. Inaddition,Iusepreviously
establishedsituationalvariationinthesystemjusti cationmotivetohypothesize
  thatthestrengthofthehabituationeﬀectchangesdependingonthepolitical
context. Whilethesetwofollow-uphypothesescannotdirectlyspeakto‘how
much’ofthehabituationeﬀectisduetomotivationalvs. cognitivemechanisms,
testingthesehypothesescanshowthatsystemjusti cationtendenciescontribute
tothehabituationeﬀect.
 .  I                    
 emotivationtobelieveinajustworld(andtheresultingtendencytoengagein
systemjusti cation)isanindividual-levelvariable: somepeoplearemorelikely
torationalizethestatusquothanothers.  eoriginatorsofjustworldtheory,
LernerandMiller(    ),showedthatthereareindividualdiﬀerencesinthe
tendencytobelievethattheworldisjust: “thoseindividualswhohavethe
strongestbeliefthattheworldisjust[...] areinclinedtoderogateinnocent
victimsmostseverely.”⁹  eoriginsofindividualdiﬀerencesontheBeliefinJust
World(BJW)scale(Lipkus    ),whichmeasuresthetendencytobelieveina
justworld,arenotfullyunderstoodbutmaystemfromdevelopmentalforces,
individualexperiences,orsocialization. Wedoknowthatpersonality
antecedents,suchasopennesstoexperienceandneedforstructurein uence
individualtendenciestojustifythesocialsystem(JostandHunyady,    ).
Peoplewithhighbeliefinajustworld“seetheexistingsituationasmorefair
becausetargetsareseenassimplyge ingwhattheydeserve.”¹⁰  eindividual
⁹LernerandMiller(    ,p.    ).
¹⁰HaferandChoma(    ,p.   )
  tendencytobelieveinajustworldpredictsperceptionsofthefairnessofsocietal
phenomena,suchasthedistributionofwealthandtheoccurrenceof
discriminationagainstraceorgendergroups(HaferandChoma,    ,Lipkus
andSiegler,    ). Giventhesetrends,itisplausibletohypothesizethat
individualswhoexhibitahighbeliefinajustworldareparticularlylikelyto
rationalizeincomediﬀerencesasfair.
 eindividualdiﬀerencehypothesis: Peoplewhoscorehighonthe
tendencytobelieveinajustworldespouseinequalityidealsthatare
systematicallyclosertothestatusquothandopeoplewhoscorelowonthe
tendencytobelieveinajustworld.
 .  S                                  
Systemjusti cationisamotivatedpsychologicalprocess,anditisknownthat
particularsocialcircumstancescanactivatethemotivationtoengageinthis
process: “theperceptionofastableandlegitimatestatusquoisageneralgoalthat
operateswithinamotivationalnetwork[...] whenthesystemjusti cationgoalis
activated,peopleshouldstrivetoimbuethestatusquowithlegitimacy.”¹¹ System
justi cationtheoristsarguethatthesystemjusti cationmotiveisactivatedunder
conditionsof: “(a)systemthreat,(b)systemdependence,(c)system
inescapability,and(d)lowpersonalcontrol.”¹² Becausethesystemjusti cation
motive,ifsuccessful,reassurestheindividualthattheirsocialworldisfairand
¹¹LiviatanandJost(    ,p.   ).
¹²KayandFriesen(    ,p.   ).
  theirlifeoutcomesareundertheirpersonalcontrol,perceptionsthatchallenge
theseconclusions(bytellingtheindividualthatsheisa)notincontrol,b)is
dependentonthesystem,orc)isdependentonathreatenedsystem)cantrigger
themotivationtojustifythesystem.
Priorstudieshavesuccessfullymanipulatedthesefourconditionsandhave
therebyincreasedtheextenttowhichindividualsrationalizethestatusquoas
desirable. Kayetal. (    )telltheirstudyparticipantsthattheparticipants’
socialsystem(Canada)wouldbecomemorediﬃculttoleaveinfutureyears,thus
manipulatingtheescapabilityofthesystem.  eyshowthatthetreatmentgroup
issubsequentlymorelikelythanthecontrolgrouptoapproveofthe(statusquo)
factthattheCanadianHouseofRepresentativesismadeupprimarilyofwealthy
individuals. Laurinetal. (    b)usethesameinescapabilitytreatmenttoshow
thatactivatingthesystemjusti cationmotiveleadsrespondentstoascribe
genderinequalitytogenuinegenderdiﬀerences(asopposedtosystemic
inequality).  eauthorsalsoshowthatthiseﬀectismotivatedbyperceptionsof
theparticipant’sownsocialsystem: theeﬀectonlyariseswhentheinescapability
treatmentreferstotheparticipants’owncountry. vanderToornetal(    )
showthatactivatingthesystemjusti cationmotivebymanipulatingperceptions
oftheindividual’sdependenceonthesocialsystemincreasespatriotismscores
amongliberalrespondents. WakslakandBauer(    )furthershowthatthe
systemjusti cationmotivecanbeactivatedforsystemsotherthanthebroad
socialsystem(e.g. thefamilyunit),andthatsystemjusti cationcan‘spillover’
intorationalizationsofsystemsotherthantheoneimmediatelyunderthreat.  e
  manipulationsusedinthestudiescitedhereareallexpectedtoactivatethe
systemjusti cationmotivationamongpeopleforwhomthemotiveisnotalready
chronicallyactive;i.e. individualswithalowbeliefinjustworld(lowBJW).
Typically,then,theresultsinvolveerasingthediﬀerencesbetweenindividuals
withhighandlowbeliefsinajustworldby‘moving’theopinionoflowBJW
individuals(seevanderToornetal    ). Iamnotawareofanystudieswhere
thereverseisdone(i.e. de-activatingthemotiveamonghighbelieversinajust
world).
 esestudiessuggestthatspeci csocialconditions(believingthatone’ssocial
systemisunderthreat,diﬃculttoleaveorhasahighdegreeofin uenceonone’s
individuallifeoutcomes)canaﬀecttheextenttowhichsystemjusti cationtakes
place. Itisthusplausibletoexpectthattheextenttowhichincomediﬀerencesare
perceivedaslegitimatemayalsobesubjecttothesamein uences. More
speci cally,Ihypothesizethatunderconditionsthatactivatethesystem
justi cationmotive,peoplewhoarelowbelieversinajustworldwillbecome
similartopeoplewhoarehighinbeliefinjustworldintheextenttowhichthey
perceiveincomediﬀerencesaslegitimate.
 econtexthypothesis: Experimentallyactivatingthesystemjusti cation
motiveleadsparticipantswhoscorelowonbeliefinajustworldtohabituateto
thestatusquo(ofincomediﬀerences)asmuchasindividualswhoscorehighon
beliefinajustworld.
   .  C         
Statusquobiasandsystemjusti cationtheoryaretwowell-establishedconcepts
inthesocialpsychologyliterature. Bothliteraturespredictthathumansare
inclinedtopreferthestatusquooverhypotheticalalternatives,andthusprovidea
theoreticalfoundationtothehabituationhypothesis.  econceptsinformthree
distincthypothesesregardingthein uenceofthestatusquoonpreferencesfor
incomeinequality: inthenextthreechapters,Iwillpresentempiricaltestsof
thesethreehypotheses.
  5
Perceptionsofinequalitypredi 
inequalityideals.
I           thatasksrespondentsfortheirperceptionsofincome
diﬀerences,theseperceptionsarethestrongestpredictoroftherespondents’
  idealincomediﬀerences. Inthischapter,Ireplicatethispreviouslydiscussed
 ndingandshowthatthispredictivepa ernholdsacrosscountriesandwhen
controllingforrelevantdemographicvariables.  epa ernissigni cantinall
countriesunderexamination,butthestrengthofthepredictiverelationship
varies. Iexaminealternativeexplanationsforthis ndingandconcludethatthe
mostlikelyexplanationforthispa ernisprovidedbythehabituationhypothesis.
 .  M                          
 ehabituationhypothesispredictsthatperceptionsofincomeinequality
systematicallyin uencepreferencesforincomeinequality;testingthis
hypothesisrequiressurveyquestionsthatcangaugetherespondents’preferences
andidealsseparately,andinawaythatmakesdirectcomparisonsofperceptions
andidealspossible. Inaddition,thesurveyquestionsshouldbesuchthat
respondentscanreasonablybeexpectedtobeabletoreply;forexample,a
questionaskingrespondentstoestimatetheGiniindexintheircountrywouldbe
toocomplicatedfortheaveragerespondenttoyieldusabledata.
AsmentionedinChapter ,asetofquestionsthatdoesallowacomparisonof
perceivedandideallevelsofincomeinequalityhasbeenaskedintheSocial
InequalitymodulesoftheInternationalSocialSurveyProject(ISSP).¹Inthese
modules,respondentsareaskedtoguesstheincomesofasetofoccupations,and
thentoindicatewhatthesegroupsoughttoearn,irrespectiveofwhatthey
¹ISSPResearchGroup,InternationalSocialSurveyProgramme(ISSP).Distributor: GESIS
CologneGermanyZA    ,DataVersion . . (    -  -  ).
  actuallydoearn.  eoccupationsrangeintermsofskillandaveragepay,and
include: unskilledfactoryworker,skilledfactoryworker,ownerofsmallshop,
memberoffederalcabinet,andCEOofalargenationalcompany.
Priorresearchonperceptionsandidealshasconcludedthatperceptionsof
incomeinequalityarethesinglebestpredictorofinequalityideals;mostofthat
researchwaspublishedintheearlytomid-    ’sandusedthe    and    
wavesoftheISSP. eSocialInequalitymodulewasmostrecently eldedagain
in    in  countries,²andthisisthedatathatIwillbeusingbelow. Sincethe
UnitedStatesdidnot eldthismoduleoftheISSPin    ,butdid elditaspart
ofthe    GeneralSocialSurvey(GSS),³Iwillbeusing    dataforthe
UnitedStates,bringingthetotalnumberofcountriesto  . Iwillbuildon
previousresearch,con rmthatthepredictiverelationshipbetweenperceptions
andidealspersistsin    andcross-nationally,andcomparethestrengthofthis
relationshipacrosscountries. Iwillalsoconsiderwhetherthispa erncouldbe
theresultofaquestionwordingeﬀect,andpresentevidencetosuggestthatitis
not.
² eSocialInequalityModuleofthe    ISSPwavewasimplementedin: Argentina,Aus-
tralia, Austria,Belgium, Bulgaria, Chile, Croatia, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Esto-
nia, Finland, France, Great Britain, Hungary, Israel, Japan, Latvia, New Zealand, Norway, the
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden,
SwitzerlandandUkraine.
³Smith,TomW,PeterMarsden,MichaelHout,andJibumKim. Generalsocialsurveys,    -
    . Accessibleat: h p://www .norc.org/gss+website/.
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Inthequestionsonoccupationalearnings,respondentsareaskedtoindicatehow
muchtheythinkthateachof occupationalgroupsearns,andthentoindicate
whattheythinkthesegroupsoughttoearn,regardlessofwhattheyactuallyearn.
 eoccupationalgroupsare: unskilledfactoryworker,skilledfactoryworker,
ownerofasmallshop,adoctoringeneralpractice,amemberofthefederal
cabinetandCEOoflargenationalcorporation.⁴ Tomeasureperceivedandideal
inequality,Iuseamodi edversionofthejusticeindexproposedbyJasso(    ).
Inthisindex,perceptionsandpreferencesofinequalityarecapturedby
computingln(incomeofhighprestigeoccupations/incomeoflowprestige
occupations). SinceIamfocusingpurelyonperceptionsofincomeinequality,
withouthypothesesregardingtherelativeprestigeofoccupations,Iusethe
highestearningandlowestearningoccupations,asde nedbytherespondent.
Foreachrespondent,then,theindexofperceivedandidealincomediﬀerences
becomesln(highestspeci edincome/lowestspeci edincome).  isyieldstwo
indicesforeachperson: aperceivedincomegapindex,andanidealincomegap
index.  eindexofidealincomegapswillbethemaindependentvariableinthe
analysesbelow.
Intheregressionsthatexaminetheimpactofperceivedinequalityonideal
inequality,Iwillcontrolforanumberofdemographicvariables. Giventhatwe
⁴ e latest wave of the Social Inequality module includes additional occupations, such as
“serviceworker”. Ihavechosentousethe recurringoccupationsheretomaintain,ascloselyas
possible, comparisons with prior waves of the ISSP and with the survey experiments presented
inChapters and .
  askpeopleabouttheiridealoutcomes,wemightexpectthosewithhigher
incomestosupportmoreunequaldistributionsofincome,sinceitisintheir
economicinteresttodoso. Forthesamereason,itisplausiblethatpoor
individualswouldsupportamoreequaldistributionofincomes. Inthe
regressionsbelow,Ithereforecontrolforhouseholdincome. Sinceredistributive
politicsareattheheartofthele -rightdivide,wewouldalsoexpectle -wing
voterstopreferamoreequaldistributionofincomesthanright-wingvoters. I
includetwodummiesforself-reportedvoteinthelastnationalelection: one
dummyvariableforright-wingvote,andonedummyvariableforle -wingvote. I
choosetousetwodummyvariablesinordertoretainindividualswhoreportnot
votingorchosenottoanswerthequestionintheanalysis;theseindividualsform
thebaselinecomparisongroup. Ialsoincludecontrolsforyearsofeducation,
yearsofeducationsquared,sex,age,maritalstatus,age,andagesquared. Finally,
themainindependentvariableofinterest,theindexofperceivedincome
inequality,isincluded.  isanalysisisrunseparatelyforeachcountryinthe
dataset,andtheresultsarepresentedinTable . .
 .  P                                                   -
               
Perceptionsofinequalityareaconsistentlystrongpredictoroftherespondents’
idealincomeinequality,whiledemographicpredictorsareinconsistently
signi cantandtheireﬀectsaresmallinmagnitudecomparedtothecoeﬃcienton
  Table 5.1: Country-speciﬁc regressions predicting respondents’ ideal
levels of inequality.
Independent variable: index of preferences for inequality, calculated as
ln(highest suggested income/lowest suggested income). Coeﬃcients in bold
are signiﬁcant at the 95% level. Additional control variables (not shown):
Vote (left), Education , Gender, Age, Age , Marital status. The coeﬃcients
for income are based on national currencies (in units of 1,000) and are there-
fore not directly comparable.
*United States estimates are based on data from the 2010 General Social Sur-
vey; due to the structure of the questionnaire, the operationalization of some
covariates diﬀers from the other regressions. In particular, the US education
variable indicates a college degree, not years of education.
Perceived inequality Income Vote (right) Education (years)
Country Coef S.E. Coef S.E. Coef S.E. Coef S.E. N Adj. R2
Argentina 0.37 0.04 1.90 1.35 0.22 0.29 -0.004 0.004 474 0.19
Australia 0.46 0.02 3.13 <0.001 0.15 0.07 0.07 0.04 1073 0.36
Austria 0.47 0.03 0.11 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.02 0..11 637 0.43
Belgium 0.53 0.02 5.65 0.01 -0.02 0.05 -0.09 -0.03 783 0.46
Bulgaria 0.46 0.06 0.03 0.03 -0.07 0.10 0.03 0.05 227 0.21
Chile 0.69 0.02 0.0001 <0.001 0.09 0.06 -0.06 0.03 966 0.49
Croatia 0.38 0.03 0.01 <0.001 0.11 0.05 -0.005 0.02 668 0.18
Cyprus 0.72 0.03 0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.01 819 0.50
Czech Republic 0.43 0.03 0.004 0.001 0.17 0.06 0.05 0.04 742 0.25
Denmark 0.53 0.02 0.0002 <0.001 0.06 0.05 -0.005 0.02 1052 0.37
Estonia 0.42 0.03 0.003 0.002 -0.06 0.16 0.03 0.03 706 0.19
Finland 0.50 0.03 0.02 0.006 0.13 0.06 0.04 0.02 556 0.37
France 0.45 0.015 0.08 0.01 0.19 0.05 0.008 0.01 1914 0.40
Great Britain 0.48 0.03 0.006 0.002 0.32 0.08 0.05 0.04 678 0.34
Hungary 0.43 0.04 0.001 <0.001 0.14 0.06 0.06 0.06 552 0.21
Israel 0.39 0.04 0.007 0.005 -0.12 0.06 0.01 0.03 581 0.18
Japan 0.68 0.04 0.0001 <0.001 0.04 0.09 0.22 0.14 363 0.47
Latvia 0.25 0.04 0.30 0.08 0.25 0.13 -0.03 0.05 517 0.14
New Zealand 0.51 0.03 0.002 <0.001 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.04 773 0.35
Norway 0.37 0.02 <0.001 <0.001 0.10 0.05 -0.02 0.03 1191 0.23
Philippines 0.65 0.02 -0.007 0.015 -0.06 0.08 -0.06 0.03 867 0.51
Poland 0.41 0.03 0.04 0.01 -0.04 0.07 0.06 0.08 634 0.29
Portugal 0.33 0.05 0.11 0.07 0.07 0.10 -0.02 0.02 334 0.20
Slovakia 0.42 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.006 0.07 -0.05 0.06 825 0.25
South Africa 0.47 0.02 -0.001 -0.003 0.13 0.09 -0.01 0.02 1839 0.28
South Korea 0.57 0.02 0.18 0.10 0.13 0.08 -0.004 0.05 1293 0.47
Spain 0.34 0.04 0.07 0.05 -0.05 0.09 0.02 0.01 439 0.19
Sweden 0.36 0.02 0.004 <0.001 0.14 0.05 -0.03 0.02 891 0.36
Switzerland 0.33 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.05 646 0.38
Ukraine 0.25 0.04 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.21 -0.07 0.08 523 0.08
United States* 0.51 0.04 0.01 0.001 0.26 0.12 -0.12 0.08 774 0.27
Regression results. Independent variable: index of preferences for inequality, calculated as
ln(highest suggested income/lowest suggested income)
Coe cients in bold are signiﬁcant at the 95% level. Additional control variables (not shown):
Vote (left), Education2, Gender, Age, Age2, Marital status.
The coe cients for income are based on national currencies (in units of 1,000) and are therefore
not directly comparable.
*United States estimates are based on data from the 2010 General Social Survey; due to the
structure of the questionnaire, the operationalization of some covariates di↵ers from the remaining
regressions. In particular, the US education variable indicates a college degree, not years of
education.
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  perceptions(seeTable . ). Individualincomepredictspreferencesfor
inequalityin  outof  countries;thisrelationshipisalwaysintheexpected
directionwherebythosewhoearnmorealsothinkthatlargerincomediﬀerences
aredesirable.⁵ Self-reportedvoteforaright-wingpartyinthelastparliamentary
electionshasasigni cantimpactin  of  countries. Again,therelationshipis
intheexpecteddirection: peoplewhovotedforaright-wingcandidatethinkof
higherincomeinequalityasideal. Otherthantheincomeandvotevariables,
demographicvariablescontributeli letoexplainideallevelsofincome
inequality-acounter-intuitive nding,butonethatisconsistentwithprior
analysesofsimilardata(Austen    ,Gijsberts    ,OsbergandSmeeding
    ,Svallfors    ).
Whetherornottheseresultsimplythatactualinequalityleadstohigher
preferencesforinequalitydependsonwhetherpublicperceptionsofinequality
are,atleasttosomeextent,accurate.  efactthatinpost-Communistcountries
thetransitionto(moreunequal)marketeconomiesincreasedperceptionsof
incomeinequality(KelleyandZagorski    )indicatesthat,whenchangesin
inequalityaresystem-wideandrapid,theyarealsovisibletothepublic. However,
thetransitionfrompost-Communismwasauniquesocietaltransformation;in
theabsenceofsuchdeepchangesintheeconomicdistribution,theevidenceis
mixedregardingwhetherinequalityiscorrectlyperceived. Kenworthyand
McCall(    ),forexample, ndnorelationshipbetweenrealandperceived
inequalityineightcapitalist,liberaldemocraticcountriesduringthe    ’sand
⁵Note that the income coeﬃcients are based on units of domestic currency (in the respon-
dent’sself-reportedannualincome)andarethereforenotcomparableacrosscountries.
      ’s. Asdiscussedabove,whileAmericanperceptionsofinequalityincludea
fairamountoffolkwisdom(Bartels    ),therealsoseemstobesomesignalin
thenoise(XuandGarand    ,McCall    ).  eevidenceregarding
perceptionsisthusmixed;itisunclearwhatthe‘signaltonoiseratio’isin
reportedperceptionsofinequality. Inaddition,itisplausiblethattherewillbe
importantvariationsintheaccuracyofperceptionsofinequalitywithincountries
andbydemographicgroups. InthedatasetofcountriesthatIamworkingwith
here,thenumberofobservationsistoosmallforconclusiveanalysesofthe
relationshipbetweenrealandperceivedinequality,butitispossibletoexplore
pa erns.  ecountry-levelmedianperceptionsofinequalityarecorrelatedat
 .  withtheGinicoeﬃcientofdisposableincomes,butonlyat .  withthe
Ginicoeﬃcientofmarketincomes.⁶  efactthatthecorrelationisstrongerfor
disposableincomes,whicharepresumablymorevisibletoregularcitizensthan
pre-taxincomes,suggeststhatthereissomedegreeofaccuracytoperceptionsof
inequality.
Whilethequestionoftheaccuracyofperceptionsofinequalityisnotwell
studied,andavailableevidenceismixed,theexistenceofthepsychological
mechanismproposedheredoesnotdependonperceptionsbeingfullyaccurate,
andtheregressionresultsclearlyindicatethatattheindividuallevel,perceptions
ofinequalityareaverystrongpredictorofpreferencesforinequality,apa ern
thatisconsistentwiththehabituationhypothesis.
⁶Gini coeﬃcient estimates from: Solt, Frederick.     . “Standardizing the World Income
Inequality Database.” Social Science Quarterly   ( ):   -   . SWIID Version  . , December
    .
   esurprisinglackofsigni canceofthedemographicandideological
variables,andthefactthatthequestionsregardingperceptionsandpreferences
areaskedinimmediatesuccessiononthesurvey,raisesthepossibilitythatmost
ofthisrelationshipisduetoasurveyartifact,wherebytherelationshipbetween
perceptionsandpreferencesappearsstrongerbecausethequestionsareaskedin
quicksuccessionandtheestimatesforperceivedinequalityareparticularly
accessibletotherespondentswhengivingtheiridealestimates. Anchoringin
salientnumbersisoneofthemechanismsbywhichthestatusquogainsits
advantage,butifthiseﬀectisentirelyduetotheshort-termeﬀectofaskingthe
questionsinimmediatesuccession,theimplicationsforreal-worldadaptationto
inequalitywouldbelimited.
Onewaytocheckwhetherashort-termanchoringexplanationisallthatis
goingoninthedataistocomparetherelationshipbetweenperceptionsand
idealsacrosscountries.  ereisnotheoreticalreasontothinkthatananchoring
eﬀectwhichoccursbecauseofthedesignofthesurveywouldvarybycountryor
political/socialcircumstances;thus,asurveyartifactshouldproducecoeﬃcients
thatareroughlysimilaracrossallcountries.  edatareveals,however,thatthe
impactofperceptionsonpreferencesvariessubstantiallybetweencountries.
Figure . plotstheestimatedrelationshipbetweenperceptionsandideals(the
coeﬃcientsfromthe rstcolumnofTable . ),orderedbycoeﬃcientmagnitude.
 evariationincoeﬃcientsissubstantive,fromalowof .  inUkraineand
Latviatoahighofaround . inthePhilippines,Chile,JapanandCyprus.  is
substantivevariationsuggeststhattheeﬀectisnotonlyduetoashort-term
  anchoringeﬀectbecauseofthewaythesurveyisdesigned-ifitwere,wewould
expecttheeﬀecttobeuniformacrosscountries.
Giventhattherelationshipbetweenperceptionsandidealsvariesacross
nations,wecanaskwhetherthisvariationissystematicallylinkedtosome
substantivepoliticalorsocialfeatureofthesesocieties.  ecoeﬃcientthatlinks
perceptionsandidealscanbethoughtofasthedegreetowhichperceived
inequalitiesareacceptedor-the ipsideofthecoin-thedegreetowhich
inequalitiesarerejected. OsbergandSmeeding(    ),forexample,chooseto
treatthiscoeﬃcientasanindicatorofdesireforlevelinginequalities. Basedon
previousliteratureonthedeterminantsofdesireforlevelingincomeinequalities,
itwouldbereasonabletohypothesizethatthisrelationshipisrelatedtoactual
levelsofincomeinequality(perthematerialself-interesthypothesis),toethnic
fractionalization(seeGilens    orRoemeretal.     ),ortounionization
rates(RuedaandPontusson    ).
Figures . - . showtherelationshipbetweenperceptionsandideals,plo ed
againstincomeinequality(Figure . ),ethnicfractionalization(Figure . )and
unionization(Figure . ). Each gurealsoincludesanestimatedregressionline
(obtainedwhenallthreenational-levelindicatorsareenteredintoabootstrapped
regressionthatpredictstheperception-idealrelationship). Noneofthethree
relationshipsbetweensocialindicatorsandthestrengthoftheperception-ideal
relationshiparestatisticallysigni cant.  eextenttowhichperceivedinequalities
areaccepted(or,equivalently,rejected)doesnotappeartobesystematically
relatedtounionizationrates,theGiniindexofdisposableincome,orethnic
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Figure 5.1: Country-speciﬁc coeﬃcients for the predictive relationship
between inequality perceptions and inequality ideals, ordered by size.
The coeﬃcients are taken from Table 5.1 and are shown with 95% conﬁdence
intervals.
  fractionalization.  ispa ernholdsbothwhenthevariablesareanalyzed
together,andwhentheyareanalyzedoneatatimetorevealpurecorrelations. In
otherwords,whilethereissubstantialvariationintheacceptance/rejectionof
perceivedinequality,thisvariationisnotsystematicallyrelatedtovariablesthat
arefrequentlyassociatedwithpreferencesforlevelingincomes.
 .  C         
Perceptionsofincomeinequalityareastrongpredictorofidealincomeinequality
ineachof  countries.  isrelationshipisprobablynotduetoasurveyartifact,
sincethisrelationshipvariessubstantiallyacrosscountries.  issubstantive
variationisnotsigni cantlypredictedbythreecommonexplanationsforthe
strengthofpreferencesforlevelingincomes: unionization,incomeinequality,
andethnicfractionalization.  ecoeﬃcientthatlinksperceptionsofinequality
toinequalityidealscouldbeinterpretedasvariationinthedesireforlevelingof
incomes;however,itdoesnotvarysystematicallywithcommonexplanationsfor
redistributivedemand,makinganinterpretationofitasasystemjusti cation
coeﬃcient,ratherthanaredistributivedemandcoeﬃcient,moreplausible.
 estrongrelationshipbetweenperceptionsandidealsisconsistentwiththe
habituationhypothesis,wherebyperceptionsofinequalityaﬀectinequality
ideals.  esystemjusti cationframeworkpredictsthatperceptionscanin uence
idealsandthatthestrengthofthisrelationshipdependsonfactorssuchas
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Figure 5.2: Coeﬃcients for the relationship between inequality percep-
tions and ideals, by income inequality.
Plot of coeﬃcients by the Gini coeﬃcient of disposable income. The regres-
sion line is ﬁtted from a bootstrapped regression predicting the strength of
the perception-ideal relationship; it is not signiﬁcantly diﬀerent from zero. See
text for data sources. The coeﬃcients are taken from Table 5.1.
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Figure 5.3: Coeﬃcients for the relationship between inequality percep-
tions and ideals, by ethnic fractionalization.
Plot of coeﬃcients by ethnic fractionalization at the national level. The re-
gression line is ﬁtted from a bootstrapped regression predicting the strength of
the perception-ideal relationship; it is not signiﬁcantly diﬀerent from zero. See
text for data sources. The coeﬃcients are taken from Table 5.1.
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Figure 5.4: Coeﬃcients for the relationship between inequality percep-
tions and ideals, by unionization rate.
Plot of coeﬃcients by unionization rate at the national level. The regression
line is ﬁtted from a bootstrapped regression predicting the strength of the
perception-ideal relationship; it is not signiﬁcantly diﬀerent from zero. See
text for data sources. The coeﬃcients are taken from Table 5.1.
  outsidethreatstothesociety,orthe(perceived)escapabilityofthesocialsystem.
Becauseofthisla erprediction,thesystemjusti cationexplanationisconsistent
withcross-nationalvariationintherelationshipbetweenthe(perceived)status
quoandthepreferredstateofsociety. IwillreturntothispredictioninChapter .
 eresultspresentedinthischapterarebasedoncorrelationaldata,andas
suchtheycannotspeaktothecausalitybehindthepa erns. Forexample,itis
possiblethatwhenaskedtoestimatecurrentlevelsofinequality,respondentsare
motivatedtoseetheworldastheythinkitoughttobe,thusbiasingtheir
estimatesofrealityinthedirectionoftheirideals,ratherthanviceversa. Toshow
thatthehabituationhypothesisisthebestavailableexplanationforthispa ern,it
mustbeshownthatmanipulatingexperiencesand/orperceptionsofincome
inequalitycanchangepreferencesforinequality.  eexperimentsinthenexttwo
chaptersprovidesuchevidence.
  6
A ualinequalityin uencesinequality
ideals.
I                                     ,bothexperiencesand
perceptionsoftheinequalityofthestatusquoaremanipulated,andinbothcases
  themanipulationchangestheparticipants’estimatesoftheappropriatelevelof
inequalityintheirsituation. Inalaboratoryexperiment,participantswhoplayan
unequalversionofagamesubsequentlydesignmoreunequalgamesthan
participantsinthecontrolgroup(whoplayamoreequalversionofthesame
game). Inasurveyexperiment,informationregardingthehighlevelsofincome
inequalityintheUnitedStatescausesAmericanrespondentstoupwardrevise
theirestimatesofideallevelsofincomeinequality. Atthesametime,this
informationdoesnotchangetheirlikelihoodofthinkingthatthegovernment
shouldtakeactiontoreduceincomediﬀerences.  islast ndingfurther
strengthenstheargumentthatincreasedinequalitydoesnotdirectlyleadto
higherdemandsforredistribution,butdoesleadtohabituationwiththenew
levelofinequality.
 .  E          : E                                   -
                    
 e rstexperimentaltestofthehabituationhypothesiswasdesignedasatestof
principle.  eaimofthisexperimentistoshowthatexperiencingaspeci clevel
ofinequalityin uencesoursubsequentestimatesoftheappropriatelevelof
inequalityinthatsituation.  is rsttestwascarriedoutinalaboratory
environment,whichprovidestheexperimenterstrongcontroloverthe
environmentandenablesthemanipulationofexperiencesofinequality.
 estudyissetupasacompetitionbetweentwoparticipants,wherethe
winnerearnsahigherrewardthantheloser.  isset-up,involving‘earning’an
  amountofmoneybeforebeingaskedwhatafairdistributionwouldbe,is
designedtobringtheconceptofdesertintothelaboratoryenvironment. We
knowthatperceptionsofdesertin uenceoutcomesinultimatumgames(Barber
andEnglish    ),andthatperceptionsofdesert gureprominentlyinfairness
evaluationswithrespecttoreal-lifeincomes(Lawtonetal.     ). Becausethe
ultimateobjectofinterestinthisresearchprojectisa itudestowardrealincome
inequalities(forwhichconceptsofdesertarehighlyapplicable),desertwas
deliberatelybroughtintotheexperiment. Becausetheoutcomeofinterestisthe
impactofinequalityitself(andnottheimpactofeconomicself-interest)on
distributionpreferences,theexperimentissetupsothatallparticipantsare
disadvantagedbyinequality.  ehabituationhypothesis,inthecontextofthis
experiment,is:
Hypothesis: individualswhoexperienceanunequaldivisionofresourceswill
subsequentlyrecommendamoreunequaldivisionofthesameresourcesthan
individualsinthecontrolgroup.
 . .  M     
  participantswererecruitedusingtheHarvardPsychologyDepartmentStudy
PoolinFebruary-May    ,forastudythattheparticipantsbelievedwasabout
experiencesofcompetitivesituations. Whentheparticipantarrivedatthe
locationoftheexperiment,theyweretoldthattheywouldtakepartina
competitionagainstanotherstudyparticipant(the‘otherparticipant’wasinfact
aconfederateoftheresearcher).  eparticipants rst lledinabackground
  surveythatincludedonlytheBigFivepersonalitymeasures,theGlobalBeliefina
JustWorldscale,theSocialDominanceOrientationscaleanddemographic
variablesincludingideologyandpartisanship.  eparticipantsthen‘competed’
ina -minuteanagramsolvingcompetition.  ecompetitionintroducedthe
randomlyassignedtreatmentcondition: anextramonetaryprize,tobe
distributedbetweenthewinnerandtheloserofthechallenge. Inthe‘unequal’
condition,thewinnerwastoget  andtheloserwastoget  . Inthe‘equal’
condition,thewinnerwastoget  andtheloserwastoget  .  eresearcher
verballypointedouttheexistenceofamonetaryprizeinthecompetition;
however,theexactdollaramountwasonlyspeci edonthewri eninstructions
receivedbytheparticipantpriortotheanagramtask. Boththeresearcherandthe
confederatewereblindtotheexperimentalconditionuntilthedebrief.
 ewordsintheanagramtaskwereneutralwithrespecttoinequality(e.g.
‘rat’,‘elbow’,‘ocean’).  eanagramtaskwasdesignedtobechallenging,andmost
participantsreportedthattheyexperiencedthetasktobe‘somewhat’to‘very’
diﬃcult. A ertheanagramtask,participants lledinasecondba eryofBigFive
questionswhiletheresearcherscoredthetask.  eparticipantsscoredbetween 
and  pointsontheanagramtask(roughlyequivalenttosolving to  
anagrams),andtheconfederatealways‘scored’ pointsmorethanthe
participant.¹ Whenthescoreswereannounced,theparticipantswerereminded
thattheywouldgetthesecond-placeawardwhiletheconfederatewouldgetthe
winner’saward.  eythen lledinthe nalquestionnaireoftheexperiment
¹Except in the case of very low participant scores,  -  points, in which case the confederate
‘scored’ pointmorethantheparticipant.
  whichwasostensiblyabouttheirexperienceofthecompetition. Includedonthe
 nalquestionnairewasaquestiononthefairnessofthepaymentreceivedbythe
participant,andaquestiononhowtheparticipantherselfwoulddistributethe
   betweenthecompetitors,wereshetodesignthegame.  eparticipantswere
thenaskedwhethertheyrecalledwhattheirmonetarypaymentwasgoingtobe
(manipulationcheck),askedforanysuspicionsregardingthepurposeofthe
experiment,debriefed,andpaid.  eykeptthemoneypaymenttheyhadbeen
promisedduringtheexperiment.
 e  participantscompletedthestudyforacashpaymentof  (  
participants)orcoursecredit(  participants)plusthecashpaymentearned
duringtheexperiment.   participantswereexcludedfromtheanalysisdueto
oneoracombinationof: guessingthepurposeoftheexperiment,guessingthat
theconfederatewasnotatrueparticipant,and/ortreatmentfailure(suchasnot
rememberingthepaymentofthewinnerandloser). Includingtheseparticipants
doesnotchangetheresultsoftheexperiment.  eremaining  participants
wereacombinationofcollegestudentsandcommunitymembers. Agesranged
from  to  (mean  ,median  ).   werefemaleand  male.    of
participantswereWhite,   wereAfricanAmerican,   wereHispanic,   
wereAsianand participantsreported‘Other’.   participantswereinthe
‘unequal’condition(  -  )and  inthe‘equal’condition(  -  ).
   . .  R      
 emaindependentvariablewastheamountofmoneytheparticipantwould
awardtothewinnerofthecompetition,werehetodesignthegame.  eamount
ofmoneyawardedtothewinnerisusedasadirectmeasureofhowunequalthe
participantwouldmakethedivision,astheparticipantswereconstrainedto
divideexactly   betweenthewinnerandloser.  eresultsareshowninFigure
 . : participantsinthe‘equal’conditionwould,onaverage,givethewinner
  .  ,whileparticipantsinthe‘unequal’conditionwould,onaverage,givethe
winner  .  .  ediﬀerenceissigni cantatp< .   . Individualsinthe  
conditionreportwithasigni cantly(p= .  )higherprobabilitythattheir
paymentwasnotfair,andtheaveragedollaramountallocatedtothewinneris
belowthe  statusquointheexperimentalcondition. Despitethisdiﬀerencein
perceivedfairness,individualsintheunequalconditionrecommendthatthe
allocationofmoneyshouldbemoreunequalthanindividualswhohad
experiencedamoreequaldivisionofresources.  isspeakstothepowerofthe
statusquoinanunequalenvironment: whenincomesareearned(astheyarein
therealworld)andwhentheconceptofdesertisonlyanimperfectguidetohow
muchinequalityisappropriate(asitusuallyis),estimatesforfairinequality
dependonthestatusquo. Evenwhenthestatusquoisexperiencedasunfair,and
evenwhenweprefertheretobelessinequalitythanweexperience,preferred
inequalityremainshigherthanitwouldbeinamoreequalsituation.
 ismainresultsupportsthehabituationhypothesis: theparticipants’
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Figure 6.1: Laboratory experiment results: money allocation to the
winner by inequality condition.
Showing the amount of money (out of $10) that participants allocated to the
winner of an anagram competition, by experimental condition. In the $6 con-
dition, the winner received $6 and in the unequal condition, the winner re-
ceived $9. The diﬀerence is signiﬁcant at p <0.001.
  opinionregardingappropriatelevelsofinequalityinthecompetitionwas
in uencedbytheinequalitytheyhadjustexperienced.
 . .  T                           
Asdiscussedabove,thehabituationhypothesisisacombinationofstatusquo
eﬀectsandmotivatedreasoningduetothemotivationtobelieveinajustworld.
 eindividualdiﬀerencehypothesis,derivedfromthemotivatedreasoning
literature,predictsthatindividualswhoscorehighonthetendencytobelieveina
justworldwillbemorelikelytoacceptexistinginequalitylevelsasfair;beliefin
justworldscoreswerecollectedatthebeginningoftheexperimenttoenablean
evaluationofthishypothesis.
 ebeliefinajustworld(BJW)scale(Lipkus    )includeseightitemssuch
as‘Ifeelthattheworldtreatspeoplefairly’and‘Ifeelthatwhenpeoplemeetwith
misfortune,theyhavebroughtituponthemselves’.  eoretically,individualswho
scorehigheronbeliefinajustworldshouldbemorelikelytoacceptinequalities
asjusti ed,andthusbemorelikelytorecommendunequaldistributionsofthe
prizemoney.  isisindeedwhatweseeinFigure . ,wheretheexperimental
resultsarebrokendownintogroupsofrespondentswhowerebelow/abovethe
medianscoreonthebeliefinjustworldscale.² AscanbeseeninFigure . ,high
BJWrespondentsrecommendmoreunequaldistributionsofmoneyinboth
conditions. Controllingforexperimentalcondition,thosehighinBJWwould
² eBJWscalerangesfrom to ,wherehigherscoresindicatehigherbeliefsthattheworld
isjust. Inmysample,theresponsesrangedfrom .  to .  ,withameanof .  andmedianof
 .  .
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Figure 6.2: Laboratory experiment results: money allocation to the
winner by inequality and belief in just world.
Showing the amount of money (out of $10) that participants allocated to the
winner of an anagram competition, by experimental condition and the respon-
dent’s score on the Belief in Just World scale. In the $6 condition, the winner
received $6 and in the unequal condition, the winner received $9.
  givethewinner  .  more(p= .  ). Inotherwords,acceptanceofinequality-
inbothconditions-isrelatedtotheextenttowhichapersonbelievesthatthe
worldisafairplace.  isresultsuggeststhathighbeliefinajustworldenablesan
acceptance(andrecommendation)ofinequalityinbothconditions.  e
individualdiﬀerencehypothesisissupportedonlyinthehighinequality
condition,wherehighbeliefinjustworldindividualsareclosertothestatusquo
(  )thanlowbeliefinjustworldindividuals. Inthelowinequalitycondition,
highBJWindividualsalsorecommendhigherinequality,andthismovesthem
furtherawayfromthestatusquothanlowBJWindividuals. Itisplausiblethat
thisisduetoageneraltendencyofhighBJWindividualstothinkofdiﬀerential
rewardsas‘earned’.  eimpactofthisindividualdiﬀerencevariablewillbe
consideredfurtherinthesurveyexperimentsbelow. Itisalsointerestingtonote
thatthepa ernofdiﬀerentialacceptanceofinequalitydoesnotoccurwith
self-reportedconservative-liberalideology;politicalconvictiondoesnotappear
toplayaroleinproducingtheseresults.³ Insum,theacceptanceofinequality
appearstobein uencedbypriortendenciestobelievetheworldisjust,andthe
implicationsofthis ndingwillbefurtherexaminedinChapter .
 . .  C         
 isexperimentdemonstratesthatexistinginequalityhasanimpactonpeople’s
preferencesforinequality. Inaddition,thiseﬀectispresenteventhoughthe
perceivedfairnessoftheunequalgameislower. Inotherwords,evenwhen
³ ere were too few ( ) self-reported Republicans in my sample to allow a test with parti-
sanship.
  peoplethinkofasituationasunfair,andwanttodiminishtheunfairnessofit(in
thiscase,bynotoﬀeringthewinnerafull  ),theira emptatequalizingthe
outcomesstill‘fallsshort’oftheanswerstheywouldhavegivenhadtheybeenin
amoreequalenvironmenttobeginwith. Inotherwords,evenwhenpeople
perceiveasituationasunfairanda empttocorrectforthat,theymaynot
endorseadistributionthatisasequalastheoneendorsedbypeoplewhostart
outwitharelativelyequalstatusquo.
 .  E          : I                                  -
                             
 elaboratoryexperimentshowsthatitispossibleforexperiencedinequalityto
impactpreferencesforinequality. However,thesituationinalaboratory
experimentisarti cialandthe‘income’underconsiderationinExperiment is
thepayfromparticipatinginacompetition,notincomeinthesenseweusually
meanwhendiscussingincomeinequality. Anidealexperimentwithreal-life
incomeinequalitywouldinvolverandomlyassigningpeopletovariouslevelsof
incomeinequalityintheirsociety. Suchanexperimentis(ofcourse)notfeasible.
Inlieuofanidealdesign,thesurveyexperimentinthischapterrandomlyassigns
(American)individualsto ndoutthatincomeinequalityintheirsocietyis
higherthantheythought. Giventhehighratesofpopularunderestimationof
incomeinequality,thistreatmentisreminiscentofincreasedmediaa entionto
highincomeinequality.  especi cformofthehabituationhypothesisinthis
experimentis:
  Hypothesis: participantswhoarerandomlyassignedto ndoutthattheir
societyismoreunequalthanpreviouslybelievedwillincreasetheirestimatesof
howmuchincomeinequalityisdesirable.
 . .  S          
A itudestowardincomeinequalitywillbemeasuredbyaskingquestions
regardingperceivedandideallevelsofpayforsixoccupations;thismeasureof
inequalityistakenfromtheInternationalSocialSurveyProjectandwasusedfor
regressionanalysisinChapter . Asbefore,thesequestionsareusedbecausethey
areintuitivelyeasytounderstandandrespondto. Inaddition,usingthesame
measurethatwasusedtoestablishacorrelationbetweenperceptionsandideals
givesusaprecisetestofwhetherthecausalitybehindthealreadyestablished
correlationisinthedirectionofthehabituationhypothesis. Insum,cannew
informationregardinginequalitymoveinequalityideals?
 erespondentsarethusaskedhowmuchmoneytheybelievethatpeopleina
listofoccupationsmakeinayear,andthentheyareaskedhowmuchtheybelieve
thattheseoccupationsoughttoearninayear.  isprovidesestimatesofthe
respondents’perceivedlevelofincomeinequalityandoftheirideallevelof
incomeinequality.  eoccupationalgroupsarethesameasinChapter :
unskilledfactoryworker,skilledfactoryworker,ownerofasmallshop,adoctor
ingeneralpractice,amemberofthefederalcabinetandaCEOofalargenational
corporation.  eoutcomevariableofinterestwillbetheindexof‘idealincome
inequality’,calculatedasln(highestspeci edincome/lowestspeci edincome).  e
  logtransformationisusedinallregressions(duetotheskeweddistributionofthe
data,withalongtailtowardextremelyhighestimates);however,foreaseof
interpretation,allFigurespresentunloggedratiosofhighesttolowestsuggested
income.  eseratioscanconvenientlybeinterpretedasanswerstothequestion
“howmanytimesmorethanthelowestearningoccupationshouldthehighest
earningoccupationbepaid?”
 etreatmentvariableinthisstudyisfactualinformationregardingincome
inequalityintheUnitedStates.  eaimoftheinformationtreatmentistoinform
participantsthatincomeinequalityisdiﬀerentthantheypreviouslythought,and
tomeasurewhethertheiridealdistributionsofincomechangeasaresult. Based
ondatafromtheISSP,anoverwhelmingmajorityofrespondentsunderestimates
thetrueextentofincomeinequality.  is ndingisreplicatedinthesurvey
sampleusedforthisexperiment: about   ofrespondentsguessthatthetrue
ratioofhighesttolowestincomesislowerthanitreallyis. Basedonthe    
ratiooftheincomesofunskilledfactoryworkerstotheincomesofCEO’sof
StandardandPoor’s   companies,thetruehigh-to-lowincomeratioisslightly
above   ;lessthan  ofrespondentsthinkthataratioofthismagnitudeor
higherisideal.  us,theimpactofthefactualinformationtreatment,foran
overwhelmingmajorityofrespondents,istoinformthemthatinequalityis
higherthantheyestimatedittobe. Ifidealsareadjustedinthedirectionofthis
new(lyperceived)positionofthestatusquo,weshouldobservehigherideal
estimatesforincomeinequalityinthetreatmentgroupthaninthecontrolgroup.
   . .  M     
   U.S.participantswererecruitedonAmazon’sMechanicalTurk⁴inAugust
    toansweran“Opinionsurvey”.  emeanageofparticipantswas  ,   
werefemale,   hadacollegedegreeorhigher,   wereCaucasian,and   
self-identi edasRepublican.  eparticipantsansweredsomebasicdemographic
questionsandthescaleonbeliefinajustworld(Lipkus    ),followedby
questionsregardingperceivedandidealincomeinequality. Half(   )ofthe
participantswereinthecontrolgroupandreceivednofactualinformationabout
inequality;half(   participants)receivedinformationregardingthecurrent
incomeinequalitiesintheU.S.,asshowninFigure . .⁵  isinformationwas
insertedimmediatelya ertheparticipantsgavetheirguessesforexistingincome
inequality,andimmediatelybeforetheygavetheirresponsesforhowlarge
incomeinequalityoughttobe. Allrespondentsthenindicatedtheirannual
incomeandansweredsomepoliticala itudequestions,includingquestionson
whetherincomediﬀerencesinAmericaaretoolargeandwhetheritisthe
⁴SeeBerinskyetal(    )forasummaryontheuseofAmazon’sMechanicalTurkasaplat-
formforsocialscienceexperiments.
⁵All information is factually correct.  e pay numbers for doctor in general prac-
tice, owner of a small shop, skilled factory worker, and unskilled factory worker come
from the May      National Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates United States
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (accessed Jan         at http://www.bls.gov/
oes/current/oes_nat.htm).  e information for members of the federal cabinet
comes from payscale.com (accessed at http://jobs.aol.com/articles/    /  /  /
federal-government-pay-scale/onJan      ).  einformationforCEOoflargena-
tional company comes from the AFL-CIO’s analysis of Standard and Poor     companies in
     (accessed at the Executive Paywatch section of http://www.afl-cio.org on Jan   
    ).
  Occupation
Chairman of a large national corporation
Member of the cabinet in the federal government
Doctor in general practice
Owner of small shop
Skilled factory worker
Unskilled factory worker
Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics, AFL-CIO, 
Payscale.com
Mean annual salary in 2010
$11,400,000
$199,700
$173,860
$74,580
$33,770
$24,240
Figure 6.3: Information treatment in survey experiment.
The information manipulation was administered to a randomly selected half of
respondents. All information is factually correct (see footnote 5, this chapter,
for data sources).
responsibilityofthegovernmenttoreduceincomediﬀerences.⁶
 . .  R      
 eresultsofthesurveyexperimentaresummarizedinFigure . . Inthe
absenceofinformationaboutinequality,respondentsthoughtthatthebestpaid
occupationshouldearn timesmorethantheleastwellpaidoccupation.  isis
reasonablyclosetothenationalaveragepreferenceof  timesmore,basedon
similarquestionsaskedinthe    GSS.GiventhattheMechanicalTurksample
ismoreliberalthanthenationalaverage,thepreferenceforsomewhatlower
incomeinequalityissomethingwemightexpect.
⁶ esixpoliticala itudequestionswere: ‘Howo endoyoutrustthegovernmentinWash-
ingtontodowhatisright?’,‘DiﬀerencesinincomeinAmericaaretoolarge.’,‘Largediﬀerencesin
income are necessary for America’s prosperity.’, ‘It is the responsibility of the government to re-
ducethediﬀerencesinincomebetweenpeoplewithhighincomesandpeoplewithlowincomes.’,
‘ erichpaytoomuchintaxes.’ and‘ egovernmenthasaresponsibilitytohelpthepoor.’
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Figure 6.4: Survey experiment results: recommended inequality by in-
formation condition.
Showing the recommended ratio of highest to lowest salaries, by information
treatment group. The diﬀerence is signiﬁcant at p <0.001.
  Table 6.1: Survey experiment results: regression coeﬃcients predicting
inequality ideals.
Showing regression coeﬃcients from a linear least squares model; outcome
variable is the index of preferred income inequality, calculated as ln(highest
speciﬁed income/lowest speciﬁed income). The coeﬃcients in bold are sig-
niﬁcant at the 95% level. The information treatment variable is a dummy
variable. Belief in a just world is a dummy variable indicating above median
scores on the belief in just world scale. Democrat is a dummy variable for self-
identifying as a Democrat, or as an independent who leans Democratic.
Model  Model  Model 
Variable Coef S.E. Coef S.E. Coef S.E.
Intercept  .    .    .    .    .    .  
Informationtreatment  .    .    .    .    .    .  
Beliefinjustworld  .    .  
Democrat - .    .  
N            
Adj. R   .    .    .  
A erexposuretoinformationregardingtrueincomediﬀerences,thepreferred
incomeratiorisesto  . -amorethan   increasefromcontrolgroup
preferences,ahighlystatisticallysigni cantdiﬀerence(seeTable . for
coeﬃcientestimates).  einformationthatincomeinequalityishigherthan
previouslythoughtthuscausedanupwardadjustmentinestimatesofhowmuch
incomeinequalityisdesirable.⁷
Itisimportanttonotethatwhilepreferencesregardinginequalitymoveup,
onlytwooutof   respondentsinthetreatmentgrouprecommendadivision
thatisasormoreunequalthanthestatusquothathasjustbeendescribedto
⁷In this experiment, the eﬀect is driven by adjustments made to preferences for CEO pay.
However, basing estimates for fair pay on information regarding actual pay is not limited to ex-
ceptionally high incomes: a similar adjustment eﬀect, but with respect to the recommended
amountofstateaidtofamiliesbelowthepovertyline,isdemonstratedinIyengar(    ).
  them. Mostrespondentsstartfromapositionofbelievingthereismore
inequalitythantheythinkisideal,andtheystillthinkthatinequalityishigher
thanitshouldbea ertheinformationtreatment.  echangeoccursintheir
estimatesofthemagnitudeofacceptableinequalities;systemjusti cationtheory
predictsthatthisadjustmentoccursinordertomitigatethealternative
conclusionthattheU.S.socialsystemis(even)moreunfairthanpreviously
thought.  eobservedresultisconsistentwiththeobservationthat,justasall
inequalitiesarenotrejected,notallinequalitiesareacceptedeither,and
resistancetoinequalitiescertainlyexistsinthepoliticalworld. Ratherthan
arguingthatallinequalityisautomaticallyaccepted,myargumenthereismore
modest: increasedinequalityincreases,onaverage,ourperceptionofhowmuch
inequalityisacceptable.
Whenbeliefinjustworldscoresareaddedasanexplanatoryfactor(Model 
inTable . ;predictedvaluesshowninFigure . ),theinformationtreatment
remainsunchanged,butbeliefinjustworldscoreshaveanindependenteﬀectin
theexpecteddirection: highbeliefinjustworldpredictsahigherpreferencefor
inequality.  ereisnointeractioneﬀectbetweenbeliefinjustworldandthe
informationtreatment. Inotherwords,theadjustmentprocessoccursbothfor
highandlowbeliefinjustworldindividuals: thereisanacrosstheboard
adjustmentinthelevelofinequalitythatisthoughtofasjust.  isresultis
consistentwiththeoccurrenceofthecognitiveadjustmentspredictedbystatus
quobias.
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Figure 6.5: Survey experiment results: recommended inequality by in-
formation condition and belief in just world.
Showing the recommended ratio of highest to lowest salaries, by treatment
group and belief in a just world score (respondents divided at the median
score). Values shown are predicted from Model 2 in Table 6.1.
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Figure 6.6: Survey experiment results: recommended inequality by in-
formation condition and partisanship.
Showing the recommended ratio of highest to lowest salaries, by treatment
group and partisanship. Values shown are predicted from Model 3 in Table
6.1.
  Becausemostrespondentsenterthesurveybelievingthatinequalityinthe
U.S.is(too)high,itispossiblethatthemotivatedaspectofthought(which
predictsthathighbeliefinjustworldindividualswould,inanunequalsystem,be
morelikelytoendorseinequality)hasalreadybeenincorporatedintothestable
diﬀerencebetweenhigh-andlowbeliefinjustworldindividualsinthissample.
 epresenceofamotivationtothinkthattheunequalworldisfairwouldexplain
whythereisastablegapbetweenthetwogroupsinFigure . .  eresultsofthis
experimentareconsistentwiththeexistenceofmotivatedhabituationto
inequality(asperceivedpriortoenteringtheexperiment),butthedatacannot
directlyprovethatthisisthecase. Inthenextchapter,Iturntodirectly
manipulatingthemoderator(motivationtobelieveinajustworld)toexplorethe
plausibilityofthisexplanationforwhytheindividualdiﬀerencehypothesisis
onlypartlysupported.
Inadditiontothetheoreticallyinterestingdivisionbetweenlow-andhigh
beliefinjustworldindividuals,itisofpracticalinteresttobreakdowntheresults
bypartyidenti cation.  eresultsofthisdivisionareshowninModel inTable
 . andinFigure . . Becausebeliefinjustworldisknowntocorrelatewith
conservativeidenti cation(Jostetal.     ),wewouldexpectRepublicansto
preferhigherincomeinequality. Inaddition,giventheemphasisthatconservative
ideologyplacesontheimportanceofeconomicincentivestoworkhard,itis
reasonabletoexpectapositiverelationshipbetweenRepublicanidenti cation
andinequalitypreferences.  isrelationshipisindeedwhatwe nd: inthe
informationaswellasthecontrolcondition,Democratsprefersigni cantlyless
  inequalitythanRepublicans.  einformationtreatmentmovesbothgroupsup;
theadjustmentisequivalenttomultiplyingtheoriginalestimateofidealincome
diﬀerencesby .  .  isadjustmentisroughlythesamesizeasthediﬀerence
betweenpartisans. Asaresult,a er receiptofinformationDemocratsprefera
levelofinequalitythatispreferredbyRepublicansbeforereceiptofinformation.
 isresulthighlightstheproblematicnatureofassumingthatpureinformation
aboutincomeinequalitieswouldincreaseoppositiontoinequality.  e
adjustmentinpreferredidealsleavestherelativepositionsofDemocratsand
Republicansunchanged(thepolitical‘landscape’doesnotchange),buttherehas
beenasubtleupwardadjustmentintheinequalitypreferencesofallpartisans.
 .  I                                            -
            
 eupwardadjustmentsininequalitypreferencesis,ofcourse,onestepremoved
fromquestionsdirectlyaddressingredistributivepolicies. Becauseofthis,itis
theoreticallypossiblethattheupwardadjustmentofinequalitypreferences
co-occurswithanincreaseindemandsforredistributivepoliciesdesignedto
reachthisnew(albeitupdated)preferenceforinequality. A erall,aplausible
hypotheticallinkbetweenincreasingincomeinequalityandincreasingdemands
forredistributionisthat,aspeoplearemadeawareofinequality,theystart
demandingthatthegovernmentdosomethingaboutit. Crucially,thisopinion
changemayoccurevenasindividualsupdatetheirestimatesofacceptable
inequality.  ehabituationhypothesis,however,predictsthattheadjustmentin
  inequalityidealsoccurspreciselytopreventtherespondentsfromarrivingatthe
(psychologicallymoreuncomfortable)conclusionthattheirsocialsystemis
moreunfairthantheypreviouslythought. Assuch,theadjustmentofinequality
preferencesactsasabuﬀerandpreventstheotherwiseplausiblereactiontotoo
highinequality: increaseddemandsforredistribution.
Inordertotestwhethertheinformationtreatmentcausesgreateropposition
toexistinginequality,myrespondentswereaskedanumberofpolicya itude
questionsattheendofthesurvey.  eywereaskedtheirdegreeofagreement
withthestatements: ‘Itistheresponsibilityofthegovernmenttoreducethe
diﬀerencesinincomebetweentherichandthepoor’,‘Diﬀerencesofincomein
Americaaretoolarge’and‘Largediﬀerencesinincomearenecessaryfor
America’sprosperity’.  eresultswerevirtuallyidenticalforallthreequestions:
therewerenosigni cantdiﬀerencesbetweenthecontrolgroupandthe
informationtreatmentgroup. Figure . presentstheresultsforthequestion
regardinggovernmentresponsibilitytoreduceincomediﬀerences,whichhadthe
largesttreatmenteﬀectpointestimate( .  ,S.E. .  ).  eresponsesare
presentedbypartisanshipandexperimentalcondition,andwhilethereare
substantialdiﬀerencesbetweenRepublicansandDemocratsintheexpected
direction,neithergroupmovesintheirresponsetothisquestion.
 us,whiletheinformationtreatmentsuccessfullycausedrespondentsto
upwardrevisetheirthoughtsonhowlargeincomediﬀerencesareacceptable,it
didnothaveadiscernibleimpactona itudestowardthenecessityofgovernment
redistributionorevenwhetherdiﬀerencesofincomeinAmericaaretoolarge.
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Figure 6.7: Survey experiment results: support for redistribution by
partisanship and experimental condition.
Showing agreement (on a 1-5 scale) with the statement that “It is the respon-
sibility of the government to reduce the income diﬀerences in income between
people with high incomes and people with low incomes.”
    eimplicationisthatas(perceptionsof)incomeinequalityincrease,individual
citizenshabituatetothenewstatusquobyupwardrevisingtheirviewsonhow
muchinequalityisacceptable,whilenotchangingtheirmindsonquestionsthat
moredirectlyaddressgovernmentredistribution.  erelativepositionof
DemocratsandRepublicans,orindividualswhoarehigh/lowonbeliefinjust
world,doesnotchangea ertheinformationtreatment,nordoesthebalanceof
surveyrespondentswhothinkthatinequalityistoohigh.  ismeansthatthe
receiptofinformationleavesthepoliticalopinion‘landscape’lookingverysimilar
tothe‘landscape’beforetheinformationtreatment-butyettherehasbeena
changeinpublicopinioninestimatesof‘fair’inequality.  eresultssupportthe
habituationhypothesis,andtheexperimentaleﬀectisconsistentwiththe
observationthatpublicopinioninmoreunequaltimesandplacesisnotmore
likelytofavorredistributionortothinkofcurrentlevelsofinequalityasunfair.
   7
Changingthelandscape: societyand
ﬆatusquoacceptance.
I                           foridealinequalityaresubjecttothe
habituationeﬀect. InthecurrenteconomicsituationoftheUnitedStates,where
   mostpeoplea)underestimatetheextentofinequalityandb)thinkthatthere
shouldbelessinequalitythantheyperceive,accurateinformationregardingpay
diﬀerenceswillnotnecessarilyresultinincreasedagreementthatinequalityistoo
high. Instead,asubtleadjustmentofexpectationscanoccur,anadjustmentthat
leavesdemandsforchange,well,unchanged. Importantly,the‘landscape’of
politicalopinionalsoremainsunchanged: thehabituationprocessis
proportionaltoindividualstartingpoints,meaningthattherelativepositionsof
groupsdonotchangeevenasaveragepreferencesforinequalityincrease. Inthis
chapter,Iwillexaminewhetheritispossibletoexperimentallymanipulatenot
onlyaveragepreferencesforinequality,butalsotochangethe‘landscapeof
opinion’bymovinggroupswithrespecttoeachother.
Inordertomanipulatetherelativepositionofgroups,Iwilldrawonthethird
and nalhypothesispresentedinChapter : thecontexthypothesis. Iwilluse
experimentalmanipulationsthatareknowntoactivatethesystemjusti cation
motiveandshowthatperceptionsofcertainfeaturesofthesocialsystemcan
in uencethestrengthofthehabituationprocess. Inparticular,perceptionsofa)
thesocialsystemasbeingunderthreatfromtheoutside,b)diﬃculttoescape,or
c)havingalotofin uenceonvaluedindividualoutcomes,canallimpact
individualtendenciestothinkofthesystemasjust,andbyextensiontohabituate
tothestatusquoofincomediﬀerences.
    .  M         :                                    
      
Itisknownthatthestrengthofthesystemjusti cationmotivationnotonlyvaries
acrossindividuals,butalsohassituationaldeterminants. JostandHunyady
(    )arguethatsystemjustifyingtendenciesprovidea“palliativefunctionin
thattheyreduceanxiety,guilt,dissonance,discomfort,anduncertainty.”¹  e
particulardiscomfortsthatarereducedbyengaginginsystemjusti cationare
feelingsoflowpersonalcontroland/orhighdependenceona(capricious,unfair,
orunpredictable)socialsystem. Assuch,systemjusti cationhasbeenshownto
beactivatedunderconditionsof: “(a)systemthreat,(b)systemdependence,(c)
systeminescapability,and(d)lowpersonalcontrol.”² Whenthesocialsystemis
underthreat(particularlyfromtheoutside,e.g. foreigncriticismormilitary
threat),thepredictabilityandstabilityofone’ssocialenvironmentareinperil.
 isperceptionispsychologicallyuncomfortable,andtocounterthis
discomfort,thesystemjusti cationmotiveisactivated.  eactivationofsystem
justi cationreducesanxietybyincreasingfaithinthesocialsystemasfairand
predictable;thisadjustmentinvolvesre-appraisingsalientfeaturesofthesocial
systemasfairanddesirable. Asimilarlogicappliestosituationswherethe
individualfeelsmore,ratherthanless,dependentonthesocialsystem: whenthe
individualcannotescapethesocialsystem,whentheirpersonalvaluedoutcomes
dependonthesocialsystem,orwhentheyfeellowinpersonalcontrolregarding
¹JostandHunyadyn(    ,p.   )
²KayandFriesen(    ,p.   )
   theiroutcomes,theyincreasetheextenttowhichtheyjustifythesystemand
thinkofthesystemasfair.
 esesituationaldeterminantsofthemotivationtojustifythesocialsystem
canbeexperimentallymanipulated(seeKayetal.     foranoverviewof
experimentsinthisframework).  eexperimentalmanipulationsusedinthis
literaturearedesignedtotemporarilyincreasethesystemjusti cationmotivation
(Kayetal.     ). Experimentallyincreasingthemotivationtendstobemost
eﬀectiveforindividualsinwhomthismotivationisnotchronicallyactive,i.e.
individualswhoarelowonthetendencytosystemjustify,lowonthetendencyto
believeinajustworldand/orwhoidentifyasliberals(seeforexamplevander
Toorn    ).³
Buildingonthisresearch,Ichosetousetwopreviouslyestablished
experimentaltreatments,bothofwhichmanipulatethesystemjusti cation
motive: onetreatmentmanipulatesperceptionsofdependencyonthesocial
system,andtheothermanipulatesperceptionsoftheinescapabilityofthesocial
system(Kayetal.     ). Ihypothesizethatreadingaparagraphthattemporarily
increasesthesystemjusti cationmotivationwillinduceindividualswhoare
initiallylowinbeliefinjustworldtoincreasetheextenttowhichtheyaccept
incomeinequalities.
Hypothesis: Forindividualswhoareinitiallylowinbeliefinjustworld,
exposuretoasystemjusti cationactivationparagraphwillincreasehabituation
tothestatusquoofincomeinequality.
³ at political conservatism is associated with a higher tendency to engage is system justi -
cationhasbeensuggestedbyJostetal. (    )andNapierandJost(    ).
    .  S          :                                     -
      
 estudywillbeareplicationofthesurveyexperimentinchapter ,withthe
addedexperimentalconditionofreadingeitherasystem-justi cation-increasing
paragraph,orinthecontrolcondition,readingareverse-wordedparagraphthatis
notexpectedtoincreasethemotivationtojustifythesystem.  eexperimental
designthushasa (informationaboutincomeinequalities)x (system
justi cationmanipulation)x (beliefinjustworld)set-up.  esystem
justi cationmanipulationisexpectedtoimpactlow-butnothigh-BJW
individuals. Below,theterms“control”and“treatment”conditionwillrefertothe
typeofparagraphreadbytheparticipant(andnotwhetherornottheparticipant
sawtheinformationtreatment),unlessotherwisespeci ed.
 esystemdependencymanipulationisadaptedfromKayetal. (    ),who
showthatreadingthisparagraphsubsequentlyincreasestheextenttowhich
participantswhoaretoldthattherearefewwomeninpoliticsthinkofthisstateof
aﬀairsasideal,desirable,andrepresentativeofthewaythingsshouldbe. vander
Toornetal. (    )alsousethisparagraphandshowthatexposuretothehigh
systemdependencymanipulationremovestheotherwiserobustcorrelation
betweenpoliticalorientationandnationala achmentbyincreasingthe
patriotismofliberalrespondentsbutnotchangingthepositionofconservatives.
 etextofthetreatment[control]readsasfollows:
Dopoliticaldecisionsactuallyma er? Yes[notreally],suggestsa
   recentstudyshowingthatthegovernment’sdecisionsplayamajor
role[onlyplayaminorrole]indeterminingtheaverageAmerican’s
qualityoflife. Dr. MichaelJohnson,aUCLAsociologyprofessor,
says,“Trendsoverthelast  yyearsshowthatfederalgovernment
policieshaveenormouslybroad[verylimited]eﬀectsonthelifeand
well-beingofAmericans. Intermsof nancialwell-being,for
instance,thetaxesyoupay,thejobandinvestmentopportunities
madeavailabletoyou,thegeneralstateoftheeconomy toalarge
extent,thesethingsareunderthecontrolofthefederalgovernment
[rarelyaﬀectedbygovernmentdecisions].” Overthepastseveral
decades,theUnitedStateshasseenmanydiﬀerentgovernments.
 oughtheyo enappearsimilar[diﬀerent],manygovernments’
decisionsaredrasticallydiﬀerentfrom[fairlysimilarto]one
another. Becauseofthis,one’ssocialandpersonalwell-beingare
fairlydependenton[o enunaﬀectedby]whichpoliticalpartyisin
power. Forexample,thequalityofsocialservices[e.g.,healthand
education]are[in]dependenton[of]governmentdecisions. “In
theirapproachtomanyissues,politicalpartiesvarywidely[diﬀer
onlyonminorpoints],sowhichpartyisinpowercanmakea
dramaticdiﬀerence[o enmakesli lediﬀerence]inone’severyday
life,”saysDr. Johnson. Finally,a    Pewsurveysuggeststhat
manyolderAmericansnowseehowtheirliveswere[un]aﬀectedby
changesingovernment. “Lookingback,Iseehowmyqualityoflife
   depended[didn’tdepend]onwhichgovernmentwasinpower,”
saidonesurveyrespondent. Inshort,thesestudiessuggestthat
decisionsinWashingtongreatlyaﬀect[haveli leeﬀecton]one’s
qualityoflife,andhaveconsiderable[onlyminor]in uenceonyour
day-to-dayactivities.
 esecondtreatmentmanipulatestherespondents’senseoftheescapability
ofthesocialsystem,inotherwordshoweasyitistoleavetherelevantsystem(in
thiscase,theUnitedStates).  ismanipulationwasusedbyKayetal. (    )to
increasethetreatedparticipants’agreementwiththenotionthattheCanadian
HouseofRepresentativesshouldbecomposedlargelyofwealthypeople(the
statusquo). Laurinetal. (    b)usethisinescapabilitymanipulationandshow
thatexposuretothetreatmentcausesrespondentstoascribegenderinequalityto
genuinediﬀerences(asopposedtosystemicinequality).
 etreatment[control]paragraphsreadasfollows:
Sincethe    ’s,agroupatHarvardUniversity,inCambridge,has
beenusingcurrentpoliticalandinternationaltrendstopredict
pa ernsofpopulationmovements. Recentreportsbythisgroupof
expertshaveindicatedthatpeoplewhowishtomoveoutofthe
UnitedStateswill nditincreasinglydiﬃcult[easy]todoso,inthe
comingyears.  us,evenifthenumberofAmericanswishingto
leaveandse leelsewhereremainsconstant,weshouldexpecta
signi cantslow-down[increase]overthenextfewyearsintermsof
thosewhoactuallyareabletodoso.
    estudywassetuptoreplicatethesurveyexperimentpresentedinchapter ,
withtheadditionofarandomlyassignedparagraph,presentedasa“reading
comprehensiontask”.  eparagraphwasplacedinthesurveybeforethe rst
questionaboutincomeinequality.
   participantswererecruitedAmazon’sMechanicalTurkinJanuary    to
answeran“Opinionsurvey”.  emeanageofrespondentswas  years,witha
medianof  andarangefrom  to  .    werefemale,   hadacollege
degree,and   identi edasDemocrats(includingindependentswholean
Democratic).    self-identi edasCaucasian,  asAsianand  asAfrican
American. OnthebeliefinjustworldScale,whichrangesfrom - ,themean
responsewas .  andthemedianresponsewas .  . Intheanalysesbelow,
respondentsweresplitinto“high”and“low”beliefinjustworldgroupsbasedon
whethertheywereaboveorbelowthemedianscore.
 .  R      :                                         -
                                     
Ashypothesized,thesystemjusti cationactivationparagraphsincreasethelevel
ofinequalityrecommendedbylowbeliefinjustworldindividuals.  eeﬀectis
largeenoughtorendertheotherwise-robustdiﬀerencebetweenlow-and
high-beliefinjustworldindividualsstatisticallyinsigni cant.  eresultsare
presentedindetailTable . andFigure . .
AsTable . shows,thetwotreatmentparagraphshadsimilareﬀects: both
   Table 7.1: Survey experiment results: impact of system justiﬁcation
manipulations on inequality preferences.
Showing regression coeﬃcients from a linear least squares model; outcome
variable is the index of preferred income inequality, calculated as ln(highest
speciﬁed income / lowest speciﬁed income). The coeﬃcients in bold are sig-
niﬁcant at the 95% level. In Model 3, the dependency and inescapability
treatments are collapsed to increase power. The information treatment vari-
able is a dummy variable. Belief in a just world is a dummy variable indicating
above median scores on the belief in just world scale.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable Coef S.E. Coef S.E. Coef S.E. Coef S.E.
Intercept 1.91 0.13 2.03 0.15 1.96 0.10 2.06 0.09
Information treatment 0.81 0.13 0.47 0.12 0.64 0.09 0.61 0.09
Belief in just world (BJW) 0.46 0.18 0.38 0.17 0.42 0.12
Republican identiﬁcation 0.55 0.15
High dependency 0.18 0.18
High dependency x BJW -0.13 0.25
High inescapability 0.32 0.18
High inescapability x BJW -0.34 0.24
Inescapability or dependency 0.25 0.13 0.20 0.11
Inescapability or dependency x BJW -0.23 0.18 -0.31 0.21
N 399 394 793 666
Adj. R2 0.11 0.04 0.08 0.08
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Figure 7.1: Survey experiment results by belief in just world and system
justiﬁcation manipulation.
Showing the recommended ratio of highest to lowest salaries. Values shown
are predicted from Model 3 in Table 7.1. The “system threat” condition indi-
cates receipt of either a system dependency or a system inescapability treat-
ment.
   increasethelevelofinequalityrecommendedbylowBJWindividuals,butdonot
aﬀecttheinequalityidealofhighBJWindividuals. Whenthetreatmentsare
analyzedoneatatime,thesystemdependencymanipulationexhibitsthe
expectedpa ernofresults,buttheimpactisstatisticallyinsigni cant.  e
inescapabilitytreatmenthasasomewhatstrongereﬀect,andthiseﬀectis
marginallysigni cant(atthep< .  )level. Whenthetwotreatmentsare
combined,thepowerthatisgainedfromcombiningparticipantsreducesthe
standarderrorwithoutchangingtheaveragetreatmenteﬀect,andthecombined
eﬀectisstatisticallysigni cantatthe   level(seeColumn ofTable . ).  is
modelisusedtocalculatethepredictedvaluespresentedinFigure . . Inthe
 gure,receiptofeitherthehighinescapabilityorthehighdependencytreatment
paragraphisreferredtoasthe“systemthreat”condition.  erearesigni cant
diﬀerencesbetweenhighandlowBJWindividualsinthecontrolcondition
(wheretheparticipantsreadoneofthereverse-worded,non-threatening
paragraphs). Receivingoneofthetreatmentparagraphsmovestheinequality
preferencesoflowBJWindividualsupenoughtomakethesediﬀerencesbetween
lowandhighBJWindividualsinsigni cant.  esystemjusti cationactivation
condition,onaverage,causesthelowBJWrespondentstorecommendan
inequalityratiothatis . timeshigherthaninthecontrolcondition. Inother
words,thepolitical‘landscape’ofinequalitya itudeschangeswhentheperceived
socialenvironmentincreasesthemotivationtoengageinsystemjusti cation.
Itisinterestingtonotethattheimpactofthecombined‘systemthreat’
treatmentisthesamebothintheinformationconditionandthecondition
   withoutanyinformationonactualinequality. Asshownpreviously,most
respondentsthinkthatthereisahighlevelofinequalityintheU.S;theyjust
underestimatejusthowmuchthereisofit. Inthissample,asbefore,   ofthe
respondentsintheno-informationgroupbelievethatthereismoreincome
inequalityintheUnitedStatesthanwouldbeideal.  us,itisplausiblethatthis
knowledgeofhighinequalityisenoughtopushexpectationsforinequalityup
whenthesystemjusti cationmotiveisexperimentallyactivated. Eveninthe
no-informationcondition,respondentsareaskedtoindicatetheirbestestimates
foractualincomeinequality,andthisquestion(evenintheabsenceoffactual
information)servestohighlightthisparticularaspectoftheUnitedStatessociety.
Inotherwords,thisquestionmakesincomeinequalityasalientfeatureofthe
socialsystem,subjecttotheactivatedsystemjusti cationimpulse. Itispossible
thatintheabsenceofthis‘highlighting’impactoftheincomeinequalityestimate
question,thethreatparagraphswouldhaveasmallerimpactonestimatesof
incomeinequality,assomeotheraspectofthesystemmaybejusti edinstead.
 eseresultsshowthatmanipulatingthesystemjusti cationmotivehasa
directimpactonpreferencesforincomeinequality.  efactthathighBJW
respondentsdonotchangetheirmindaboutinequalityinthetreatment
conditionsupportsthenotionthat,fortheseindividuals,themotivationis
alreadychronicallyactive.
Jostetal. (    )havearguedthattheindividualleveltendencytojustifythe
systemisrelatedtoconservativepoliticalbeliefs. Inmysampleofrespondents,
thereisindeedapositive,althoughnotstriking,correlationbetweenbeliefsin
   justworldandrepublicanidenti cation( .  ). However,thepossibilitythatthe
‘systemthreat’manipulationmaycausethepoliticallandscapetochangeinterms
ofthediﬀerencesbetweenpartisanidenti ersisanintriguingone. Model in
Table . andFigure . showtheresultsofanalyzingtheimpactofthe
informationandsystemthreattreatmentsonRepublicanidenti ers(including
independentswholeanRepublican)ascomparedtoDemocrats(including
independentswholeanDemocrat).⁴  ethreattreatmentismarginally
signi cant(p= .  )forDemocratsandhasaninsigni cantimpacton
Republicans. AsFigure . illustrates,theimpactofthetreatmentparagraphsis
suﬃcienttoincreaseDemocraticpreferencesforincomeinequalityandrender
theotherwiserobustdiﬀerencebetweenRepublicansandDemocrats
insigni cant. Inotherwords,the(manipulated)socialcontextchangesthesize
andsigni canceofpartisandisagreementregardingincomeinequality.
 .  C         
Whenthesystemjusti cationmotiveisexperimentallymanipulated,theextent
towhichrespondentsthinkofincomeinequalitiesasdesirablechanges.  e
changeoccursinparticularamongthosewhoarechronicallylowinthe
motivationtojustifythesystem,i.e. individualswithalowbeliefinajustworld.
BecauseDemocratstendtohavelowerbeliefinjustworldscores,thiseﬀect
carriesoverintothepoliticalrealm: inthepresenceofsysteminescapabilityor
⁴In the presented results, complete independents are excluded.  e results are similar but
withasomewhatweakerstatisticalsigni canceifindependentsareincluded.
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Figure 7.2: Survey experiment results by partisanship and system justi-
ﬁcation manipulation.
Showing the recommended ratio of highest to lowest salaries. Values shown
are predicted from Model 4 in Table 7.1. The “system threat” condition indi-
cates receipt of either a system dependency or a system inescapability treat-
ment.
   dependencemessages,Democratsthinkofhigherlevelsofincomeinequalityas
justi ed.
 eparagraphsusedtoachievethismanipulationofthepolitical‘landscape’
andtochangetherelativepositionsofpartisangroupsare,importantly,political
andyetremovedfromthetopicofincomeinequality.  etopicsdiscussedin
typicalsystemjusti cationmanipulations,includingpossibilitiesformigration,
thedegreetowhichindividualoutcomesdependonthesocialsystem,and
outsidethreatstothesocialsystem,areprofoundlypolitical.  eyarethetypeof
topicsthatmayreadilybediscussedonthefrontpagesofnationalnewspapers-
possiblyalongsidereportsabouthistoricallyhighlevelsofCEOpay.  efactthat
statementsaboutthestateofsocietyhavecounter-intuitiveimpactsonthe
formationofpublicopiniononadiﬀerentaspectofsocietyisstriking.  ereare
potentiallyimportantconsequenceshereforthestudyofpoliticalrhetoricaswell
asthedynamicbywhichpublicopiniondevelopsandchanges.
 esuggestionthatanoutsidethreatmayboostapprovalratingsofthe
domesticsystemisnotnew;the‘rallyaroundthe ag’eﬀectiswellknown,but
untilnowithasnotbeenconnectedtothepsychologicalmechanismsinvolvedin
statusquobiasandsystemjusti cation.  e ndingspresentedheresuggestthat
systemjusti cationtheorymaybeusefulforresearchintotheconditionsunder
whichthe‘rallyaroundthe ag’eﬀectoccursandhowthephenomenonsubsides.
 ereareimportantquestionstobeaskedregardingthedurabilityofthe
eﬀectsdemonstratedinthisexperiment. Whatisthelong-termimpactof
exposuretorhetoric,say,aboutoutsidethreatstothesocialsystem? Forexample,
   howdoperceptionsofseriousthreatssuchastheColdWarorterrorism
in uencethedynamicsofpublicopinionondomesticissueslikeincome
inequality?  isiswherepoliticalscienceresearchmeetsthecurrent‘edge’of
socialpsychologyresearchonsystemjusti cation.  elong-termsocial
determinantsofthesalienceofthesystemjusti cationmotivearenotyetwell
understood(JostandHunyady,    ). Whileweknowthatshort-term
manipulationscantemporarilyincreasethemotivation,theimpactofrepeated
exposuretothesemessagesisunclear. Asacaseinpoint,considerthatan
“economicthreat”paragraph,usedtomanipulateAmericanrespondents’senseof
systemthreatinKayetal. (    )isnolongerareliablemanipulation;itfailsto
producethetemporaryboostpreviouslyfoundreliablywiththisparticular
manipulation.⁵  eparagraphinquestionreportsthattheAmericaneconomyis
notdoingwellandthatAmericansareincreasinglyworriedabouttheireconomic
prospects. A erthe nancialcrashof    ,ofcourse,suchreportingbecame
commonplaceinthemedia,andthisisthelikelycauseforthedropinthe
paragraph’seﬀectiveness: the‘news’inthisparagraphisnolonger‘news’tomost
Americans. Wedonotknow,however,whetherthedropineﬀectivenesshas
occurredbecauseAmericanrespondentshavego ensousedtothemessagethat
theirsystemjusti cationtendencieshaveregressedbacktothemean,orwhether
knowledgeofthisinformationhasresultedinchronicallyhigherlevelsofthe
systemjusti cationmotiveforAmericanrespondents. Improvingour
understandingoflong-termrelationshipsbetween(perceptionsof)thepolitical
⁵PersonalcommunicationswithJaimeNapier,November    .
   system,thesystemjusti cationmotive,anda itudestowardthestatusquo
(includingincomeinequality)isanimportanttaskforfutureresearch.
   8
Discussionandconclusion
H                                           ? Howarethese
a itudesin uencedbythesocietythatsurroundstheindividual? Whyisitthe
casethateverywherewelook,thereislessdemandforredistributionthanwe
mightexpectgivenmaterialself-interestmotivations?  isdissertationhas
   arguedthatduetothehabituationeﬀect,a itudestowardincomeinequalityare
endogenoustoactualincomeinequalityinwaysthathavepreviouslynotbeen
appreciated.
 ehabituationhypothesisstatesthatourideasofwhichincomeinequalities
are‘fair’aresystematicallyskewedtowardthestatusquo. Aseconomicinequality
changes,estimatesoffairandappropriatelevelsofinequalitymoveinthesame
directionasthefactualchangeininequality.  ehabituationprocessoccurs
becausebeliefsabout‘fair’inequalityaresubjecttostatusquobiasandthe
motivationtobelieveinajustworld.  isprocessisstrengthenedbythefactthat
universallyendorsedconceptslike‘desert’aresubjectiveanddiﬃculttotranslate
intospeci cincomeamounts. Whenwearefacedwithinformationthatincome
inequalityisdiﬀerentthanweexpected(eitherbecausewewerepreviously
misinformedorbecauseinequalityhaschanged),aconvenientmental
adjustmentto‘whatisdeserved’canbeperformedinsteadofconcludingthatour
socialsystemisunexpectedlyunfair.  ehabituationmechanismcanthus
explainwhyincomeinequalitycanincreasewithoutproducingcorresponding
increasesinbeliefsthatinequalityis‘toohigh’.
Inmodernsocieties,whereincomeinequalityisa)higherthanpeopleperceive
ittobe,b)higherthanpeoplethinkitshouldbeandc)increasing,receiving
informationaboutincomeinequalitytypicallyinvolves ndingoutthatinequality
ishigherthanonepreviouslythought. Asaconsequence,thehabituation
hypothesispredictsthatthepublicsubtlyadjustsexpectationsforhowlarge
diﬀerencesinincomearefair,andthatthisadjustmentcanexplainwhyincreased
   incomeinequalityhasnotproducedincreaseddemandsforredistribution.
 .  L          
 ehabituationhypothesis,byde nition,cannotexplainoppositiontoand
rejectionofeconomicinequality. Inthissense,itissimilartotheeconomic
self-interesthypothesis,whichbyde nitioncannotexplainacquiescencewith
economicinequality. Inrealpoliticalenvironments,bothacceptanceand
rejectionofeconomicinequalityoccursidebyside,andbothaspectsofbehavior
needtobeexplainedforafulldescriptionofpoliticallife. Ifbothamaterial
self-interestmotiveandahabituationprocessexist,theirrespectivelimitations
producenewandinterestingresearchquestions: howdothesemotivesinteract
inrealpoliticalenvironments,andwhathappenswhentheycon ictonan
individuallevel?
 eevidencepresentedinthisdissertationisaimedspeci callyat
understandingtherelationshipbetweenperceivedandpreferredincome
inequality.  isleavesseveralimportantandrelatedquestionsopenforfuture
research. Forexample,theexperimentspresentedheredonotaddresswhether
thephenomenonextendstoothertypesofeconomicinequality(e.g. wealth)or
evennon-economicinequalities(e.g. education,healthoutcomes). Another
outstandingtaskisto‘completethecircle’byexaminingwhetherperceptionsof
inequalityaresuﬃcientlyaccurateforthehabituationprocesstotrulyexplain
diﬀerencesinpreferencesforinequality(and,byextension,demandsfor
redistribution)acrosscountries.  ehabituationhypothesismaybeimportant
   forexplainingthedevelopmentandchangeofredistributivedemands
cross-nationallyandovertime,butthecompletesequenceoflinksbetweenreal
inequality,perceptionsofinequality,preferencesforinequalityand, nally,
redistributivedemandneedstobebe erunderstoodbeforewecansaywith
con dencethatthehabituationconceptcanexplaindemandsforgovernment
redistributioninrealpoliticalcontexts.
 .  I                                                 
 ehabituationhypothesisspeakstotheempirical ndingthatinunequal
countries,moreinequalityisthoughtofasacceptable(EvansandKelley    ).
 eknowledgethatexistinginequalitycanimpactpreferencesforinequalitycan
serveasapartialguidetointerpretationofsurveydatawhenthela ershowsthat
inmoreunequalcountries,peoplethinkoflargerincomediﬀerencesas
acceptable. Ifcausalitycouldonly owfrompublicopinionthroughpublicpolicy
toincomeinequality,suchdatawouldbeastrongbasisforconcluding,asEvans
andKelley(    )do,thatitwouldbeplainlyundesirableandundemocraticto
intervenewithhighlevelsofinequality. Aslongasthepopulationthinksof
inequalityasjusti able,“outsidersmightnotlike[it],[...] butitwouldtakeavery
authoritarianphilosopher-kingtowishtoimposetheirpersonalviewsonan
unwillingcitizenry. Moreover,thea emptislikelytobefutileinademocracy.”¹
Knowingthathigherinequalitypredisposescitizenstothinkofhigher
inequalityasjusti ablehighlightsthediﬃcultiesofinterpretingcomparative
¹EvansandKelley(    ,p.  ).
   publicopinionastheproductofasinglecausaldirection:  ompublicopinionto
realityontheground. Ofcourse,alldemocraticopinionissubjectto
subconsciousin uencesfromfactsandevents.  efactthata itudestoward
inequalityarealsosubjecttosuchin uencesdoesnotinvalidatetheseopinions
anymorethanitinvalidatesdemocraticopinionmoregenerally. However,we
woulddowelltopaya entiontosubconsciousin uenceswhereweknowthey
exist,inordertoavoidsubscribingtounfoundedcounter-factuals,suchasthe
conclusionthatifinequalityweretochangethenpublicopinionwould
automaticallydemanditsrestorationtothecurrent(andpresumedideal)level.
 .  I                                               -
   
Whataretheimplicationsofthisworkforcurrentpublicdiscourseregarding
increasingincomeinequality? Oneimportantimplicationisthatincreasing
publicawarenessofthe‘purenumbers’ofincomeinequalitywillnotnecessarily
changepublicopinionaboutthenecessityofgovernmentintervention,oreven
changethesentimentthatincomeinequalityis‘toohigh’. Mediacoveragethat
highlightsthehistoricallyhighlevelsof(top)incomeinequalityintheUnited
Statesmayhaveacounter-intuitiveimpactonpublicopinionbycontributingto
thehabituationeﬀect.  isobservationmaygivepausetopolitical
commentatorswhohopetopromoteliberalviewpointsbyhighlightingfacts
regardingthestatusquoofincomeinequality.
 eobservationthatmediacoveragemayincreasethepublic’spreferredlevels
   ofinequalitycomeswithcaveats. Firstofall,allexperimentsdiscussedhere
presentedinformationregardinginequalityinaneutralway;inparticular,the
informationwasneutralwithrespecttopartisanship. Inrealpoliticallife,
communicationsarerarelyneutral,soanimportantnextstepforresearchshould
betoexplorewhathappenstothehabituationprocesswheninformationabout
thestatusquoisprovidedinaclearlyapprovingordisapprovingcontext,orwith
clearpartylabelsa ached. Ifpartylabelsmakethecreationofpoliticalopposition
toinequalityeasier-astheyprobablywill-theimportanceofpoliticalleadership
andrhetoric,includingthepresenceofastrongSocialDemocraticparty,takeon
renewedimportanceasdeterminantsofpublicresistancetohighinequality.
Second,therearemanywaystodiscussinequality. Toavoidthehabituation
process(ifthatisdesired),itispossibletodiscussinequalityintermsofseveral
alternativefuturehypotheticalsinsteadofemphasizingthestatusquo. Going
beyonddiscussionsoffactsregardingexistingincomeinequalityalone,oneway
toengagewithrelatedissuesmaybetofocusontheconsequencesratherthanthe
existenceofinequality. McCall(    ),forexample,arguesthatAmericanscare
aboutinequalityinsofarasexistinginequalityisseenasevidenceofunequal
opportunities. Indeed,oneoftheconsequencesofincomeinequality-decreasing
equalityofpoliticalvoice-isaconsequencethatmostAmericansarelikelytofeel
stronglyabout(seeHochschild    foradiscussionoftheimportanceof
politicalequalitytoAmericans,andhowthiscontrastswitha itudestoward
economicinequality). AsMcCall(    )shows,whileperceptionsoffactual
inequalityhittheirall-timehighin    ,concernabouteconomicinequalitywas
   highestintheearly    ’s,atimeofhighmediacoverageregardingthepolitical
consequencesofeconomicinequality. Herresultssuggestthatpublicopinionis
sensitivetoinequalitiesofopportunityandoutcome,andthattheseissuesmay
beseparatedfromfactualperceptionsofincomeinequality. Yetanotherapproach
fordiscussingtheconsequencesofincomeinequalitymaybetopayparticular
a entiontotheassumptionoffairrewardsforwork. Basedonfocusgroupwork
ona itudestowardincomeinequalityintheUnitedKingdom,Bam eldand
Horton(    )discussstrategiesforbuildinggreatersupportforequality.  ey
concludethat“manydonot ndabstractargumentsforgreaterequality
convincing,butinsteadpreferargumentsforgreaterequalityframedintermsof
proportionaterewardsforone’seﬀortsandcontribution.”² Activelyquestioning
whetherrewardsforworkarefairmaycreatepsychologicaldiscomfort(asperthe
systemjusti cationhypothesis),butthisprocesscouldalsomakethealternative
adjustment(tojustifyexistingincomes)lessreadilyavailable.
 .  F               
 eimpactofthepoliticalenvironmentonthestrengthofthehabituation
processwasdiscussedinChapter ,butthe ndingspresentedthereopenup
morequestionsthantheyanswer.  enotionthat,forexample,foreignpolicy
situationsaﬀectthestrengthofpartisandivisionsonthesubjectofincome
inequalityispotentiallyconsequentialforhowwethinkaboutover-timechanges
inpublicopinion. However,becausewehaveverylimitedknowledgeofthe
²Bam eldandHorton(    ,p. ).
   long-termeﬀectsofactivatingthesystemjusti cationmotive,wedonotyet
knowhowextensivetheimpactofthepoliticalenvironmentcanbe. Itispossible
that,givenasuﬃcientlylongexposuretosystemthreatmessages(e.g. thewaron
terror),apopulationchronicallybecomesmorelikelytothinkthattheir
(national)socialsystemisfair. Alternatively,theseshocksmayhaveonlya
temporaryeﬀect,wherebythepublicmovesbacktosomesteady,pre-existing
levelofstatusquoacceptance,simplyhaving‘habituated’tothemessagesinstead
ofthestatusquo. Whathappenstopublicopinionduringprolongedexposureto
system-threateningmessagesisanimportantquestionforfutureresearch.
Itisalsointerestingtonotethatasenseofpoliticaleﬃcacycouldplausiblybea
moderatorofthesystemjusti cationmotivationanditsimpactonacceptingthe
statusquo. Ifthehabituationeﬀectoccursbecauseitispsychologically
uncomfortabletothinkofone’ssocialsystemasunfair,thenabeliefinone’sown
abilitytochangethesocialsystemmaymakeitlessuncomfortabletoconsider
systemicunfairness.  ereby,astrongsenseofpoliticaleﬃcacymaya enuatethe
habituationeﬀect. Whetherornotthereisarelationshipbetweeneﬃcacyand
thehabituationprocessisanempiricalquestionforfutureresearch.
Inconclusion,thisdissertationhasshownthatpreferencesforincome
inequalityarein uencedbyexistinglevelsofincomeinequality.  ebroaderaim
ofthisprojectistoimproveourunderstandingofthepsychologicalmechanisms
ofpublicopinionformation. Myresults,broadlyspeaking,callintoquestion
assumptionsregardingthecausalrelationshipatworkincaseswherepublic
opinionlinesupwiththestatusquo.  eresultsmayhelpusunderstandwhy,
   acrosstimeandplace,thereislessoppositiontoeconomicinequalitythanwe
wouldexpectbasedonthematerialself-interestmotive. Howthehabituation
mechanisminteractswithotherpoliticalforcestoproduceabalanceof
acquiescenceandoppositiontoeconomicinequalityisanimportantoutstanding
question,andIhopethatthisdissertationhascontributedtowardfutureresearch
onthistopic.
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